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7INTRODUCTION
Hidden innovation is not a concept, but a provocative notion that draws 
attention to a variety of innovative processes and sectors that remain 
hidden to innovation indicators and to public policies as well (Abreu, 
Grinevich, Kitson, & Savona, 2010; Miles & Green, 2008; NESTA, 2007). 
There is more innovation than people know. Thus, the concept of hidden 
innovation implies an epistemological discussion on how to record and 
make change processes visible within different sectors (from technological 
sectors towards non-technological ones), and between sectors (from the 
industrial sector towards the services sector). In general, hidden innovation 
tries to stress the importance of change processes that are produced 
in kinds of innovation distant from the mainstream (R&D and Patents). 
With this notion, what is sought is to highlight the role of the tacit (and 
sometimes immeasurable) (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2008) dimension that is 
in the core of organisational, public and social innovation processes. This 
tacit dimension of innovative processes is difficult to observe and complex 
to identify when building regularities and causal relations in innovative 
processes. Thus, the methodological option to identify these tacit processes 
tends to be case studies rather than systems of indicators in order to make 
the hidden dimension of the innovation visible.
The present book presents a range of explorations about hidden innovation 
in different sectors and with different implications both at a social and 
organisational level, as well as public policies level.
Visualising innovation in the creative industries has implications for public 
policies. Chapter I of this book explores the trajectory of this complex 
relationship between the role of creative industries and public policies 
in Australia’s case. In particular, the chapter explores the reasons why 
in Australia the creative economy remains hidden from public policies as 
opposed to the process of visibility and importance that the sector has 
in Great Britain. The difficulty that the creative economy has in order 
to draw enough attention from policy-makers is related to the absence 
of an identity as a sector within the economy, in particular because 
the companies in the sector have a small size and are not visualized as 
economy driving companies. A second reason is due to the hybrid character 
of creative organisations that range between market and social interests, 
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kinds of innovation (technological and non-technological). Finally, the 
model has consequences for the design of public policies focusing on the 
gap between organisations’ innovation and performance, enabling a new 
range of policies to focus on intangible processes, that is, on the bottom 
part of the innovation iceberg.
Along these lines but with a different approach, Chapter IV suggests 
addressing stakeholders` theory to explore hidden innovations. Indeed, 
stakeholders’ theory emerges to explain the network relationships between 
companies for the creation of economic value. This chapter intends to 
extend this concept by including new stakeholders applied to the case of 
creative and cultural industries that have an innovative dynamic different 
from the one of the business sector, and generate value in different fields 
besides the economic ones. This diversity in innovation modes and agents 
(for which creative industries are an example) boosts the notion of the 
quadruple helix, which means a more diverse and heterogeneous system of 
alliances than traditional innovation networks. This shows a very different 
value chain, making new innovations and new sectors in this dynamic 
emerge and visible.
Chapter V explores the new relationships between stakeholders applied to 
the field of sport. Indeed, innovation in sport is structured as a field of 
hidden innovation, since many of the innovative processes in the sector 
have been little analysed, and there are no key indicators available to map 
their dynamics. This chapter offers a new framework aimed at integrating 
the multiplicity of agents, sources, scales and spaces where different kinds 
of value chains in sport are produced: economic-technological, and social-
cultural relationships. 
In the last years, the literature on innovation has drawn attention to 
the importance of participatory relations within organisations, with the 
emphasis on the quality of life at the workplace. These relations have been 
structured under the concept of workplace innovation. This is the subject of 
Chapter VI. It is an emerging field in innovation studies, which links labour 
productivity, organisational performance, innovation capacities, systems 
of collective participation and modernisation of labour relations. In this 
chapter, a micro-meso-macro system is problematized to measure the impact 
of workplace innovation. With this system, the intention is to give visibility 
and removes them from the companies that are strictly focused on the 
market. These reasons prevent the configuration of a clear and economically 
relevant sector, and it is important to develop a policy agenda enabling 
the convergence between sectors and disciplines (science, technology, 
engineering and the humanities, arts and social sciences) focused on a 
triple helix space between government, creative companies and universities. 
The design of these policy strategies could use the methods of innovations 
design (for example: design thinking) that are peculiar to the creative 
industries applied to the redesign of policies.
The application of design methods to boost the co-design of public services 
is the subject of Chapter II. It is an experience (my Neighbourhood Project) 
of co-design of public services driven by the Municipality of Milan and the 
Politecnico di Milano, which develop a collaborative platform with two main 
objectives: to make neighbours and citizen groups’ initiatives visible, and 
to create an infrastructure to make new options of necessary services for 
neighbours (prototypes) flourish. Within the framework of this experience, 
tools arise from design that are developed and are applied to the co-
design of public services to facilitate and make citizen initiatives visible. 
It is a case of hidden innovation in which a large part of the innovation 
initiatives by users (citizens) would not take place without the development 
of a collaborative platform that gives visibility to innovation processes in 
services and at the same time makes them possible. Giving visibility and 
enabling are part of the same process of making hidden innovations emerge, 
and legitimising spaces for the experimentation with, and resolution of 
social problems.
Chapter III explores hidden innovation from the perspective of innovation 
networks. The chapter recommends a new perspective called Public-
Private Innovation Networks in Services (PPINS) with the emphasis on the 
service sector, and by giving visibility to broader and more heterogeneous 
innovation agents other than the industrial companies themselves. The 
recommended concept is inclusive of other kinds of innovations (financial, 
social, institutional ones), and allows other innovation dynamics to become 
visible. The chapter explores a typology about invisible/visible innovations, 
and an approach on the modes of organising innovation in services. The 
concept PPINS offers three advantages to explore hidden innovations. The 








to complex relations that remain hidden to the organisational innovation’s 
dynamic when what is sought is to relate productivity and working 
conditions, participation systems and creativity. Inasmuch as it is an 
emerging field, there is still no validated approach, and the development of 
indicators is still a pending task. This chapter contributes to the discussion 
about the development of indicators to make workplace innovation visible.
Chapter VII offers a system of indicators to measure social innovation 
activities. Like all the sectors and fields explored in this book, social 
innovation is part of the emerging subjects in innovation studies, where 
there is still a lot of work to do: conceptual terms, and the development of 
process and impact indicators. The chapter provides a model based on the four 
quadrants of social innovation that enable developing a system of indicators 
of social innovation. The model explains at the same time the relationships 
between social innovation, social policies and innovation policies. 
Finally, the social use of innovations is key to understand the dynamic 
of hidden innovations. This is the subject of Chapter VIII. Indeed, one 
of the conditions of innovation is its social diffusion. Many inventions 
become innovations through its social use. Social use transforms inventions 
into innovations. Much of the innovation failure is related to the limited 
social use of the invention implied by an innovation. Many innovations 
remain hidden until they reach a critical mass of users, which is due to 
the existence of mechanisms of the diffusion of inventions. Globalization 
has been the great driver of innovations: the intensity of local and global 
connections makes different social groups use innovations in a different way 
and to varying degrees, which transforms not only user groups, but also the 
innovations themselves.
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CHAPTER I.  
HIDDEN INNOVATION: CREATIVE INDUSTRIES POLICY IN AUSTRALIA.  
STUART CUNNINGHAM
1. Introduction
My book Hidden Innovation (2013/4) was dedicated to the proposition 
that the innovation framework offers the best opportunity in decades to 
refresh the case for the public role of the humanities, particularly the media, 
cultural and communication studies disciplines.
The book points out that the term “two cultures” was coined more than fifty 
years ago by scientist and novelist C. P. Snow to describe the divergence 
in the worldviews and methods of scientists and the creative sector. This 
divergence has meant that innovation systems and policies have focused 
for decades on science, engineering, technology and mathematics, and the 
industries that depend on them. The humanities, arts, and social sciences 
have been bit players at best; their contributions hidden from research 
agendas, policy and program initiatives, and the public mind.
But structural changes to advanced economies and societies have brought 
services industries and the creative sector to greater prominence as key 
contributors to innovation. Hidden Innovation traced the way innovation 
occurs through new forms of screen production enabled by social media 
platforms as well as in public broadcasting. It showed that creative workers 
are contributing fresh ideas across the economy and how creative cities 
debates need reframing. It traced how policies globally are beginning to 
catch up with the changing social and economic realities.
2. What effect has such an 
argument had on policy making 
in my country, Australia?
Much compelling evidence has emerged over the last two decades 
demonstrating the importance of Australia’s creative industries. In 2014, 
the Australian Bureau of Statistics confirmed that culture is “big business” 
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recognition and support for business development, and wider connectivity 
with the mainstream pillars of the Australian economy, sits uneasily amongst 
the established stakeholder interests in arts and culture, higher education 
curricula and research agendas in the humanities and creative arts, research 
and development and innovation, and industry policy.
To take a central example: the Creative Industries Innovation Centre. This 
was the main spending centrepiece of Labor’s Arts Policy going into the 
2007 election, one that had been modelled explicitly on the education, 
enterprise and research and development vision embodied in Queensland 
University of Technology’s Creative Industries Precinct. What eventually 
came out the other side of the policy implementation process in 2009 
was a centre positioned as one of a half dozen foci on new and emerging 
enterprise sectors under the Enterprise Connect program in Innovation, 
Industry Science and Research. This was an outcome from the policy 
position that creative industries are an integral element of any innovation 
system, in this case alongside advanced manufacturing, clean technology, 
enterprise development in regional and remote Australia, and supply 
chain integration for small businesses competing for work in, for example, 
resources or defence.
While Labor at a federal level delivered key creative industries and closely 
related policies and programs (Creative Nation, Creative Industries Innovation 
Centre, Creative Australia), the conservatives also engaged and led policy 
development, especially in the communications, information technology 
and the arts portfolio in the 2001-07 period. And the policy and program 
work achieved at the state level further complicates assuming that creative 
industries is a solely “Labor thing”. 
A “Creative Industries Cluster Study” was a well-coordinated series of reports 
that mapped the production of digital content in the country, addressed 
major measurement issues in this emergent sector, considered how existing 
public cultural assets such as the GLAM (galleries, libraries, archives, 
museums) sector could contribute more dynamically as market organisers 
and stimulators, examined distribution options, and laid out industry 
development strategies.
It also included the first and most comprehensive mapping of an innovation 
system outside of the science, technology, engineering and maths (STEM) 
in this country. Yet despite this, interest by policy makers at all levels of 
government has been intermittent at best. This section gives a brief history 
of policy development and offers a number of reasons for why policy and 
politics have not focussed more resolutely on Australia’s creative economy. 
It finishes with a discussion of Australia’s “unfinished agenda”, one which 
demands attention not only by government, but also industry and higher 
education, if we are to properly meet both the challenges and opportunities 
before us. 
Creative Nation in 1994was the first fully-fledged cultural policy announced 
in Australia, and, as Alison Croggon says in an article for ABC Arts in 2013, 
“the last time that an Australian politician of [Prime Minister Paul] Keating’s 
prominence nailed his colours to the mast and declared that culture was 
central to Australia’s national identity, social health and economic life”. 
But 1994 was also the year that the term ‘creative industries’ was first 
used in Australian policy discourse (some years before its internationally 
acknowledged origin in Tony Blair’s Cool Britannia), with Roger Buckeridge 
and Terry Cutler’s Commerce in Content, which probably had some influence 
on Creative Nation.
The launch of Australia’s second National Cultural Policy, Creative Australia, 
in 2013, constitutes a neat bookend. Creative Australia was much more 
than business-as-usual in cultural policy, given what minister Simon Crean 
wanted from his policy process: ‘“joining the dots”, bringing culture into 
contact with the “education revolution”, with technology and innovation, 
and with its role in binding the social fabric of the nation”. These 
parameters for a cultural policy certainly embedded the wider contributions 
which creative activity makes to economic modernization, social inclusion 
and technological diffusion. A model policy process, conducted over almost 
two years, it was tragic that the Labor government fell soon after the policy 
was launched. 
But creative industries and creative economy policy have been as much tied 
up with innovation and industry policy, as well as research and education, 
as cultural policy. This has been both its strength and its weakness. There 
is compelling evidence for the dynamic growth of digital content, design 
services and creative internet applications –well above general economy 
averages over a 15 year period– and for their increasing importance as 
enabling skills in modern economies. However, the case for government 
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and then subsequently focused sharply on demand-driven programs that 
sought to connect the state’s architecture, design and fashion capability 
with local manufacturing and global markets.
New South Wales has adopted a Creative Industries Action Plan, declaring 
that “NSW is already Australia’s Creative Industries capital, home to the 
nation’s biggest, most diverse, most globally connected and sophisticated 
creative sector. NSW’s creative industries make a significant contribution to 
the social, cultural and economic fibre of our State”.
3. Why has Australia’s 
engagement with the creative 
industries run so hot and cold?
Despite its close history and shared institutions and outlook, the UK –where 
creative industries were first birthed– is very different from Australia in 
terms of industrial structure. While Australia shares with Britain and most 
other OECD economies a growing dominance of services over primary and 
secondary industries, Australia’s export successes very much ride, if no 
longer on the sheep’s back, then certainly on the back of massive iron ore 
ships, coal trains, and now Liquid Natural Gas.
Britain has a reasonably strong and bipartisan understanding that it needs 
its creative economy to be strong and supported. During the height of the 
global downturn, with its impact on the financial sector, creative industries 
were the largest employer in London. The whole idea of the creative 
industries was used in Britain to signal the strength and international 
profile of these high-growth sectors of the economy. An economy which 
relies on high value services to generate much of its export earnings is a 
different economy to that of Australia.
While Australia may be structurally different, it is also about mind-set. 
Unlike countries unendowed with abundant natural resources, which 
have had to face much more pointed challenges about their economic 
sustainability, Australia has to a significant extent been able to avoid 
searching self-examination about the growing centrality of high value, 
knowledge intensive services in relation to agriculture, mining and 
manufacturing. In many ways, we have continued to be the “lucky country” 
sector. This report, Research and Innovation Systems in the Production of 
Digital Content and Applications (2003), charted the performance of the 
digital content innovation system, examining organisations (creative firms, 
universities and training, research centres, industry bodies, cultural agencies 
and customers and users), assets (technologies, intellectual property, 
skills, finances and network infrastructure), regulatory regimes and their 
interrelations. It emphasised that, while there is a substantial fixed asset 
base (stock), the flows amongst these elements are poor.
The culmination of the Cluster Study was an industry expert group report in 
2007, Unlocking the Potential: Digital Content Industry Action Agenda, and a 
budget bid for a Digital Media Innovation Network. Unlocking the Potential 
remains the most recent major national report on creative industries as 
a business sector, and contains a number of still highly pertinent policy 
strategies for industry development in the areas of investment, exports, 
skills and training, and research and development. While this schedule of 
policy work did not result in funded initiatives, Research and Innovation 
Systems in the Production of Digital Content and Applications formed the 
conceptual frame for what became, in 2005, the ARC Centre of Excellence for 
Creative Industries and Innovation, headquartered at QUT. 
Initiatives at the state level have been as important as those at the 
federal level. Victoria has been notable for its capacity to lead national 
policy development at significant times, and is the state with the most 
developed and sophisticated focus on the role of design in the wider 
economy, especially in manufacturing. It also has a strong industrial and 
employment base in the ICT sector and Melbourne claims national leadership 
in public and civic cultural aspiration. Putting these elements into dynamic 
interaction has resulted in well-developed policies and programs in Victoria 
in design, film, television and games, and fashion. 
Queensland developed a creative industries initiative only a few years after 
the UK Blair government’s landmark initiatives in the late 1990s. Under 
the “Smart State” rubric, the Labor government invested in QUT’s Creative 
Industries Precinct, an inner urban brownfields site redevelopment drawing 
together higher education, research and development, creative enterprises, 
cultural destinations, and incubator and accelerator services based on 
cluster theories looking to facilitate synergies and spillovers. It developed 
a fully-fledged policy, Creativity is Big Business: A Framework for the Future, 
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a phrase coined by Donald Horne in the 1960s, who argued that Australia’s 
prosperity was essentially unplanned and accidental.
In an important development in 2014, the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
published Australia’s “first experimental measures of the economic 
contribution of cultural and creative activity in Australia”. It found that 
culture is “big business” in this country, contributing an estimated $86 
billion (6.9%) to Australia’s Gross Domestic Product on a national accounts 
basis in 2008-09 and $65.8 billion (5.6%) to Australia’s Gross Value Added 
(GVA) in same year. To put this into context, this contribution was similar to 
the GVA contribution of Health Care and Social Assistance. There were almost 
1,000,000 people during that same year whose main employment was in a 
cultural or creative industry or occupation.
The research conducted on Australia’s creative economy by the ARC Centre 
of Excellence for Creative Industries and Innovation informed the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics’ work. It also complemented it by research on the 
sector’s growth dynamics. High growth is found in creative services  
–business-to-business– at almost twice the growth of the rest of the 
economy. It is important to note that this growth in creative services 
occupations –the designers, content developers, communicators and so on– 
is not restricted to the creative services sector itself, populated by many 
small-to-medium enterprises. The level of growth in the employment of 
creative services occupations within other industry sectors –the embedded 
workforce such as designers employed by manufacturers, architects by 
construction firms and so on– was also above the growth rate of the general 
workforce.
It is not hard to see why there should be such relatively high growth 
patterns in creative services and creative service occupations embedded 
in other industries. The progressive embedding of the internet and 
associated digital applications and services into the general economy, 
especially since the first correction of the dotcom boom and bust more 
than a decade ago, has seen rapid rises in demand for website design and 
online visual communication, as well as online and digital advertising, and 
software data basing, automation and business applications. Additionally, 
there are widespread converged digital technologies of reproduction and 
dissemination –digital cameras, digital video, digital audio creation, sharing 
online in social platforms– and a growing design-and-communication skill 
base and consciousness that supplies people, ideas and applications into the 
economy, and creates increasingly sophisticated demand in consumers, some 
of whom are co-producing and disseminating content. Despite this evidence, 
there are, I think, a number of reasons why policy and politics has not 
focused more resolutely on Australia’s creative economy.
The balance of trade in creative goods and services does not excite. 
Architecture and design are the only export-positive sectors. But Australia is 
with the large majority of countries on this, given the massive dominance in 
music, film, television export of the US and a few other countries, including 
Britain, which are the domiciles of the major conglomerates.
The sector does not own its identity. The notion of the creative industries 
as an organising pivot to represent the sector’s interests, marshal the 
evidence, and get in the door to decision-makers when necessary, has not 
been secured. Again, Australia is not alone in this. But there have been 
some counter-productive turf wars –for example, culture versus commerce, 
or vision versus market– which show how underdeveloped our national 
debate remains. Whereas the performing arts and film can count among 
its leadership some extremely effective voices, and the television industry 
is a heavyweight actor in its own right and Australian and local content 
on television has bipartisan support and is handled with care, the digital 
content, design and creative software sectors and their business-to-business 
interactions –which are driving growth, innovation and employment– are 
typically small to medium enterprises (SMEs) whose fortunes seem to 
regularly fly under the policy and political radar. In the academic jargon, 
they are the economic “subalterns” whose fortunes are forgotten, as Big 
Business, Big Culture and Big Public Corporations grab the limelight and 
policy attention.
The creative economy is composed of mixtures of public, private and 
community enterprise and activity, ranging from the fully commercial, to 
those that are becoming marketised –especially in the dynamic digital 
audio-visual space– and voluntary and household sector activity. This makes 
it harder to compare to traditional market sectors. It is a sector that absorbs 
swathes of human capital because it contributes so much to personal 
expression, social identity –in short, meaning– as well as money. This makes 
it relatively unproductive weighted on the scales of traditional productivity 
measures. Once again, Australia is absolutely not Robinson Crusoe in this 
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–it is simply endemic to the sector. But when combined with the first two 
points, it means the sector’s contribution to Australian economy, society 
and culture remains to a significant extent hidden.
4. The unfinished agenda 
Australia has a substantial unfinished agenda, one that is by no means 
confined only to calling on government to “do something”. Industry needs 
to organise to better define and advance its interests, and more clearly 
articulate its contribution to economy and society. Education has within 
its resources the capacity and potential to make a generational difference 
in students’ preparedness for opportunities and challenges in a globalising, 
digitising economy. 
As already noted, there are a number of highly pertinent policy strategies 
for industry development in the areas of investment, exports, skills and 
training, and research and development arising from the last major national 
report in 2007, Unlocking the Potential: Digital Content Industry Action 
Agenda. The six key issues that needed addressing to maximise the potential 
of the industry remain central:
n   stimulating market interest in investment
n   confronting the challenge of international competition
n   rectifying disadvantage created by the historically based analogue/
digital distinction which means rethinking path dependencies that favour 
established practices in cultural policies
n   recognising digital content as a general purpose technology for the 21st 
century
n   addressing skills gaps in these leading edge industries and
n   building a total industry from a fragmented base.
It is important to reiterate that digital content, design and other high 
growth elements of the creative economy are economically significant 
not only because of the size of the sector (as now officially measured by 
the Australian Bureau of Statistics) but also because it is a high-growth 
industry, growing faster worldwide and in Australia than other economic 
sectors. These long-running, above-average growth trends are indicators of 
innovation in so far as they demonstrate new needs for creative attributes 
and skills as the general economy evolves. New locations of creative labour 
are co-evolving with new needs and opportunities across the economy. 
Also, the economic multipliers arising from the digital content industry 
are significant, being higher than those for most other categories of 
economic activity. While traditional productivity measures, as noted above, 
may be problematic for cultural and creative activity in general, the now 
well-documented phenomenon of high growth creative services have 
major implications for productivity growth in many important industries 
beyond the core digital content industry itself: design, digital content and 
technology are becoming important inputs to other industries and act as 
enablers, which help transform the way business is done.
A passion for policy initiatives arising from the much more intense 
focus on the creative economy in the UK has produced a great deal of 
practical traction, as well as strategic, forward looking manifesto-style 
recommendations, including A Manifesto for the Creative Economy, published 
by the National Endowment for Science, Technology and the Arts in 2013. 
The broad recommendations I offer now draw on this manifesto, as well as 
adding to, and adapting, it for Australian conditions.
We need to adopt contemporary and now broadly consensual definitions 
of the creative industries and the creative economy. Beginning to speak 
the same language can be the beginning of a more unified approach. This 
would include supporting the ability of the Australian Bureau of Statistics to 
continue to research and publish the Cultural and Creative Activity Satellite 
Account. 
It is important to continue to articulate revisions to the Australian 
Innovation System framework in a way which integrates the creative 
sector. My book Hidden Innovation: Policy, Industry and the Creative Sector 
(2013) has gone into this in some detail, and it should be seen as part of 
a broader settlement on innovation which recognises the interdependence 
of knowledge inputs into innovation. While the disciplines which constitute 
science, technology, engineering and maths (STEM) on the one hand, and 
the humanities, arts and social sciences (HASS) on the other, are mostly 
kept in their silos in education and research, in the real world, especially 
in the high skill, high wage, high performance, high tech firms and sectors 
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which are driving Australian innovation, there is always mixing of STEM and 
HASS in their workforces. 
This has a number of implications for innovation policy. Services, 
including creative services, need to be treated alongside agriculture, 
mining and manufacturing as generators of high skill, high wage jobs, 
export performance and innovation. And education and training at school, 
vocational and higher education levels need to take account of the 
necessity in all facets of high-performance, innovative workplaces for cross 
disciplinary communication and collaboration and complex problem solving 
skills, and the opportunities that so-called “T-shaped” people –deep in 
disciplinary knowledge, but broad in teamwork, communication and cross 
disciplinary problem solving skills– have to flourish in such environments.
School and university curricula should be encouraged to bring together art, 
design, technology and computer science to better prepare the workforce 
of the future for high growth, cutting edge business opportunities which 
thoroughly mix and match these disciplinary knowledges. School and 
university curricula should teach and promote entrepreneurship, and the 
contemporary nature, scope and growth potential of ‘creative careers’ should 
be integrated into school and university curricula.
Government policies on research and development tax regimes, public 
procurement and business support especially for SMEs should be reviewed 
for their applicability to and accessibility by the creative sector. Arts and 
cultural policies can be reviewed to consider the development of a rigorous 
experimental approach to digital research and development in these 
sectors. Increased and more efficient rights licensing transactions should be 
supported through refinements and reform of intellectual property regimes.
With regard to business support services, it is notable that the Creative 
Industries Innovation Centre, over its six years of operation, demonstrated 
that business services specifically targeted at the sector and delivered by 
those with specific expertise in the sector were highly prized by recipients 
of those services, particularly in comparison to highly generic business 
service provision. 
Design and “design thinking” are being mainstreamed into much industry, 
workforce and policy thinking. Business applications of design thinking, or 
design integration, have been developed at a state level in Australia,  
but we lag our OECD confrères conspicuously in design research, 
development and policy. Design activity is notoriously underestimated in 
official national statistics, and employed designers are so broadly embedded 
throughout industry sectors that their contributions can be significantly 
under-counted. Design has been conspicuously absent from national policy 
attention since its excision from the purview of the Australia Council in the 
1980s. It must now come back into focus.
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SERVICE DESIGN IN PUBLIC SECTOR: BOOSTING INNOVATION THROUGH DESIGN.  
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1. Introduction
Cities are under almost unprecedented pressure to deliver better services 
while controlling costs. Meanwhile, from Europe to US, austerity measures 
have been put in place, “wicked” societal challenges abound spanning 
from youth unemployment, healthcare issues for elderly population, energy 
consumptions, mobility and transportation, just to mention some of them. All 
these require smarter solutions, and are creating pressure for the public and 
private sector to deliver innovative services (Bason, 2010).
The purpose of this contribution is to explore the current trend in the 
adoption of design culture and knowledge as practice to deal with public 
services innovation.
In this chapter we formulate the hypothesis that the introduction of design 
knowledge in public institutions should be reconnected to the management 
of organisational changes to a greater extent than previously thought 
necessary. In particular, the authors examine a case of co-design of public 
services from the perspective of reconnecting the introduction of new design 
knowledge to the change of the organisations, namely the design of new 
services for neighbourhood based communities conducted in Milano in the 
framework of the My Neighbourhood European Project (Concilio et al., 2014).
My Neighbourhood (MYN) is a EU-funded research project started in 
January 2013 with the goal of applying service design methods and tools 
in 4 different European neighbourhoods (Lisbon, Milano, Aalborg and 
Birmingham) to identify and support the establishment and the upscale of 
grassroots and community-based initiatives through the adoption of a web-
based service platform.
MYN draws from Peripheria European Project (2010, 2013; Grant Agreement 
No.: 271015), whose aim was the involvement of specific competences of 
urban planning and design for the conception of new, people centred services 
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that would also represent smartness as the ability of cities to develop 
solutions in line with citizens` needs and desires. 
Peripheria recognised cities` smartness in the ability of cities to 
include citizen driven developments and productions as concurrent city 
infrastructures together with physical, technical and technological layers. 
At the core of this vision, there is the human perspective as elaborated 
by design culture (Julier, 2013), which considers that participatory design 
approaches to services can bring contextual and cultural dimensions in the 
delivered solutions. 
In the analysis of MYN case study, the authors discuss evidence in favour of a 
new interpretative framework where the co-design of new artefacts (service, 
processes and solutions) can be described as a powerful yet implicit agent 
of change for public organisations towards an open and participative culture 
of innovation (Deserti and Rizzo, 2014) based on piloting and participatory 
learning.
2. The case study:  
My Neighbourhood project
The aim of MYN project was to combine social platform potentialities with 
the promises of collaborative services as the solutions that would better fit 
the social challenge of the neighbourhood. The Milano pilot of the project 
was set up in Quarto Oggiaro, a City borough with specific problems of its 
own, due to foreign and especially non-European immigration, lack of green 
areas and places for youth aggregation, a high share of the population 
being composed of elderly and lonesome people, and little (if any) economic 
activity with some employment potential. 
MYN platform was conceived as a large-scale service for Quarto Oggiaro to 
systematise all of the previous and current initiatives by means of a digital 
channel that would help to fulfil two unmet areas of need:
n   giving visibility to neighbourhood initiatives and active groups of 
citizens;
n   providing a new infrastructure for supporting the flourishing of new 
services that would answer to the neighbourhood`s challenges.
The idea of the platform as it was conceived in Quarto Oggiaro is based on 
the complementarity between social network services for people that live 
in the same neighbourhood, and specific services developed within the 
contexts of the MYN project as solutions to local problems that exploit the 
platform to be disseminated, accessed and eventually scaled.
To achieve this objective, the Municipality of Milano, in the role of the 
proponent and the leader of the platform, started a series of actions based 
on a communication and implementation plan aiming to co-design with 
the citizens and the stakeholders the deployment of the platform in the 
neighbourhood. In fact, the story of the citizens and stakeholders engagement 
in the pilot project can be read as the strategy developed to prototype/
customise and make sustainable the platform in the neighbourhood.
The first round of activities corresponded to the first year of the project. 
In this phase, the aim of the Milano Municipality (with the support of 
Politecnico di Milano, Design Department) was the introduction of the 
idea of the platform within the context of the neighbourhood to envision 
together with all the stakeholders the platform`s role. In this phase, all 
no-profit associations and the neighbourhood authorities were involved 
in large meetings during which the platform aims were explained, and the 
stakeholders were invited to express their interest with respect to it. After 
a consistent number of meetings, three main tables of stakeholders were 
established, each of which was devoted to the development of a first set of 
generic needs into effective solutions to be implemented on the platform or 
with its support (platform as the digital neighbourhood infrastructure).
From the beginning, the tables polarised on the need to develop the 
platform as the digital neighbourhood infrastructure. At the same time, two 
specific issues of the neighbourhood emerged: youth unemployment and the 
elderly loneliness that pushed the tables to explore the extent to which the 
platform would support their active solutions.
This pushed tables to develop into three stakeholders’ networks with specific 
interests with respect to the platform potentialities.
The first stakeholder’s network was led by the “I portici” association, and 
focused on the platform`s potentiality to become the communication 
channel for the neighbours. The second network, led by the Quarto Oggiaro 
elderly people`s association, focused on elderly inclusion and active social 
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life. The third network, led by the Quatto Oggiaro the ecology association, 
was involved in promoting urban gardening, focused on how to take care of 
the neighbourhood`s green areas in order to make Quarto Oggiaro a better 
place where to live.
After some months of discussion and co-design activities, the tables 
produced three main ideas to be further developed:
n   The customisation of the MyN platform as the Quarto Oggiaro Social 
network;
n   A service that would support elderly to meet each other and spend 
together time in conviviality (Quarto Food, convivial lunches for elderly)
n   The diffusion of urban gardening practice in the Quarto Oggiaro 
area (quarto gardening, a gardening service for green area of the 
neighbourhood).
The Milano Municipality decided to scale the first three nuclei of 
stakeholders and their projects by looking at actors that would help to co-
produce the three ideas.
Therefore, the Municipality decided to focus on the activation of 
communication and collaboration channels among students and young 
people (including foreign immigrants) in order to generate social innovation 
experiments, and particularly co-design new service concepts of possible 
interest for the City as a whole, including: 
1.  The development of an editorial staff that would support contents 
creation in the platform; organise dissemination events of the platform; 
work with MYN technical staff to further develop services and solutions 
to scale the platform in Quarto Oggiaro;
2.  The integration of the tables with specific competencies on the two 
service ideas developed during the co-design period (Quarto Food and 
Quarto Gardening).
The occasion was the involvement of the Agricultural School and a Hotel 
Management School, both holding their premises in Quarto Oggiaro, and the 
fact that a young guy became the president of the “I portici” association.
The Engagement of students in activities of social relevance to be 
recognized at a later stage as a practical contribution to their education 
curricula was the key element for prototyping the two services Quarto 
Food and Quarto Gardening. Also, the change in the management of the 
“I portici” was a key factor for the perception of the importance of a 
customised digital platform to communicate, disseminate and exchange 
information within the neighbourhood. 
The involvement of these actors transformed the stakeholders’ networks in 
three new Private Public People Partnerships with the role of prototyping 
three services:
1.  The platform customisation with respect to the communication and 
dissemination needs of the neighbourhood;
2.  The Quarto Food as a restaurant based service that would support the 
inclusion of elderly people through social events and, at the same time 
would act as a process of capacity building for students to become 
entrepreneurs;
3.  The Quarto Gardening as a garden based service that would support 
capacity building for citizens in gardening and urban gardening and at 
the same time would act as a process of capacity building for students by 
conducting work experience outside the school.
The implementation of the platform and of the two services started in 
parallel at the beginning of 2014. The concomitance of the two processes 
of development offered the possibility of a continuous amplification from 
the platform to the services and vice versa. This amplification process 
supported the second phase of pilot scaling from prototypes to small-scale 
experiments, during which the services existed in stable ways.
More than a hundred people were active during the small experiments, fifty 
from the two participant Schools (both students and teachers), and fifty 
guests at the lunches. Agreements between schools, sponsors, and the 
Municipality were achieved, leading to permissions to work on certain areas, 
and to get the work material (Work Kit, work clothes, plants and an amount 
of money to buy tools and plants).
In terms of engagement, many formal partnerships with local communities 
were established since 2013, and are now active (nearly with 20 entities, 
or a total of approx. 100 stakeholders). The students of Istituto Lagrange 
and Istituto Pareto were involved and trained during numerous meetings 
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(6 classes, with a total of approx. 150 students). About 50 elderly and 
international people attended the two “small experiments” of service 
validation mentioned previously, which were quite successful.
Currently, the platform is exploited by Quarto Food and Quarto Gardening 
services to manage the booking, and as a mean of communication. Future 
steps include the flourishing of new collaborative services in Quarto Oggiaro 
that will exploit platform.
At the same time, the MYN platform community is becoming larger, and it is 
currently animated by an editorial staff composed by members of the  
“I portici” association. 
As soon as the platform and the services were ready to be used, the 
Municipality of Milano, together with the help of the Politecnico di Milano, 
stared a process of disseminating the platform outside the Quarto Oggiaro, 
in other areas of Milano, and other cities: currently 6 MYN have been 
established on the platform.
3. Evidences from the case
MYN as a design led project focused more and more on building alliances 
among one leading partner (the Milano Municipality) and the stakeholders, 
the citizens, the representative of public sector in the neighbourhood  
(the school, the municipality), the representative of the private sector  
(small shops, bars and restaurant) with the aim of impacting the processes of 
decision-making and transformation for Quarto Oggiaro. 
From this point of view, the case points out two remarkable elements 
of discussion: (i) the vision behind the processes of alignment that the 
MYN implemented; (ii) the specific characteristics of the configuration of 
stakeholders’ networks. 
Manzini and Rizzo (2011) considers that infrastructure is also part of 
the process of designing a design project, and setting the preconditions 
within which to experiment with policy and people`s needs. MYN presents 
a designed infrastructure to support the interplay between bottom-up 
experiments, and top down policymaking and regulation frameworks. 
Concerning the nature of the process of building networks, we agree with 
the argument discussed by Pell Ehn and his colleagues in many papers 
(Björgvinsson et al, 2012) that consider as infrastructure the process 
through which design helps build linkages and support, as well as small scale 
initiatives towards connection as a process of network configurations.
In this sense, infrastructures basically mean that MYN cultivated long-term 
working relationships with diverse actors, and slowly built a stable designing 
network that changed the configuration with respect to the specificity of the 
challenges, the interests and needs of the different stakeholders, and the 
constraints as well as the affordances that the socio-economic and regulation 
framework imposes and offers. Owing to a long-term perspective, the project 
built trust among diverse stakeholders, supported mutual learning, slowly 
gained the authorities` attention, and worked on a more systemic level.
All MYN can be read as “framework programme” (Manzini and Rizzo, 2011) 
for cities. They are large support, infrastructures that could move local cases, 
experiments, projects out of isolation and increase their capacity to impact 
the development of a new vision for a city. 
In framework projects, when contradictions emerge, bottom-up and top-
down processes of alignment are designed and implemented with the aim 
of producing a possible change in the bigger picture by trying to modify 
regulations, work procedures and cultures, public policy, and indicators of 
project success (Deserti and Rizzo, 2015). 
Framework design projects recognise that there is need for a more permissive 
innovation culture in public sector and policy making so that stakeholders 
could experiment; to support these processes, they use the concept of 
prototyping quite extensively. 
But at the same time, framework projects also recognise the value of 
discussing how regulations could be stretched, and how things can be done 
without breaking any regulations or laws. To achieve this, possible framework 
projects develop larger visions and scenarios within which to discuss policy, 
and through which to inform policy decision-making.
Framework projects reveal a model and a structure here presented as a 
re-elaboration of a first model discussed in Manzini and Rizzo (2011). The 
new version of the framework project model re-organises design activities 
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in two larger phases: one of designing/envisioning, and one of piloting/
mainstreaming.
What emerges here as original with respect to the first version of the model 
is the idea of complex participatory design processes as the experimentation 
of networks of co-production along the three piloting sub-phases of 
infrastructuring, experimenting, and strengthening. In the following, we 
present the phases of the model:
1. Design/Envisioning:
1.1. ANALYSING. The exploration and mapping of existing solutions 
and initiatives oriented toward the inspiration of new solutions or 
systems of solutions. It includes the identification of a consistent design 
opportunity for a competitive and innovative solution.
1.2. ENVISIONING. The development of scenarios, visions and proposals, 
used both to define the overall directions to take, and to stimulate and 
align the actors and stakeholders in the development process.
1.3. DESIGNING. The development of the solution through the adoption 
of participatory design tools supporting interaction and convergence 
among the involved parties.
1.4. COMMUNICATING. The development of presentations, visualisation, 
and communication tools and actions to inform about the solution 
before, during and after its development, with different aims such as 
convincing potential actors to join or sponsor the initiative, create 
consensus, foster the adoption of the solution etc.
2. Piloting/mainstreaming:
2.1. INFRASTRUCTURING. The development of digital platforms, toolkits 
and other supporting tools and actions (such as knowledge-transfer 
initiatives) in order to enable the new network of actors in carrying on 
the development process by themselves.
2.2. EXPERIMENTING. Experimentation in local and small scales; 
including the assessment and the testing of the network of the involved 
actors in order to give feedback for the assessment of the new idea.
2.3. STRENGTHENING. The activities oriented towards organising 
synergies and multiplication effects among different single projects and 
different elements of the same project.
The model suggests that the design phases (analysing, envisioning, 
designing, communicating) are usually followed by a long-term period of 
experimentation (piloting/mainstreaming) that aims to structure the context 
of the project through the institutionalisation of partnerships that co-
produce solutions inducing innovation within the organisational culture that 
leads the framework project.
4. Conclusion
The challenges and problems of cities represent new opportunities for 
design. Some of the most urgent and costly challenges facing welfare 
systems are those that require an understanding of the personal, contextual 
and invariably multidimensional aspects of people’s real lives. Others require 
types of services that are able to engage and collaborate more productively 
with people; yet others build on individual and social assets to create 
fruitful change. 
Design is now commonly seen to have important contributions to helping 
public organisations face these challenges. A number of public “Labs” have 
been set up across the world to bring an experimental approach to building 
knowledge, and create system-change to address the challenges facing 
governments and citizens. This is pushing design into the upper echelons 
of government even inside the systems, institutions and rhetoric of public 
organisation across the world.
Different projects and programs are trying to explore how design can 
potentially have an impact on larger systems and, especially, how design can 
spread into the public sector and into municipal offices (Bason 2010; Burns 
et al, 2006; Deserti and Rizzo, 2015). MYN is a clear example, and many 
other cases are going on in Europe.
In these projects, design in playing more of a transformative role that 
argues for challenging established structures, and triggers changes in public 
organisations and the way they produce innovation and policy instead of 
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focusing on productivity, efficiency, users’ experience, or improving services 
within existing societal structures (Deserti and Rizzo, 2015). 
Moreover, this new wave of projects is disseminating a new view on 
innovation in public services, as experiments in progress that can affect the 
way in which public institutions work and how they produce policy. 
First, design culture and methods help create a legitimate space for 
experimentation that contains risks and expectation, and support learning 
from (low-cost) failure where the cause of a problem is unknown, or where 
practices are still evolving.
This is different from working by running an initial pilot prior to launching 
a full programme, which is often the way in which public organisations deal 
with innovation (and which has its own risks). When pilots hold profile, 
political capital and considerable investment, failure can have considerable 
costs. The expectation from experimentation is not necessarily success, but 
learning from practice. The concept of prototype is relevant here. It changes 
expectations of the performance and permanence of public services, given 
the signal of early-stage development and on-going learning. Prototypes 
not only welcome feedback, but also proactively encourage challenges and 
critique from the public, potential users, colleagues, partners, experts and 
other relevant actors. In this way, imperfection becomes a legitimate and 
even expected part of the processes devoted to experiment with innovation.
Second, projects like these show how much design is fruitful with regards 
to design policy, since it takes the dynamic relationship as the premise in 
their development (Brown et al, 2010; Burns, 2006). Policy can no longer 
be seen in its own right, but only makes sense when seen in relation to its 
practical outlook and consequences. Unlike the traditional understanding 
of policymaking and governance as rational development of models, design 
is predisposed to more iterative creation and stewardship, closing the gap 
between development of the model and its implementation. 
However, the current trend for involving designers and developing design-
based projects in public services to deliver innovation creates new 
opportunities, and this is a great chance to embed design into different 
public processes. A lot of work has to be done to find ways to measure the 
provoked innovation and impacts effect of design culture in the public 
sector, both at services level and at organisation level.
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1. Introduction
FFor two decades now, the network approach to innovation has been 
undeniably successful at every level - theoretical, empirical, methodological 
and political. Despite this achievement, the traditional Innovation 
Network (IN) concept, especially when addressed through the lenses of 
the service and sustainable development economy, has a certain number of 
shortcomings. These weaknesses reflect four closely linked biases: industrial, 
market, technological and political. Indeed, put simply, one might say that 
the core of traditional INs most often consists of manufacturing industries 
generating (science-based) technological innovation within a market 
rationale, and that public policies are implemented in order to support 
this core framework. This is not to say that the public-private relationship 
is not taken into account, or that services are completely excluded from 
the INs, but rather that they are most often viewed as peripheral support 
variables which may provide some support in terms of cognitive resources 
(consultancy, education, research laboratories), financial resources (banks, 
public and para-public organizations), or regulation and coordination 
resources (public bodies).
The purpose of this chapter is to bring a new and enriching concept to 
the innovation network tradition –one which, in some ways, loosens the 
biases of the traditional innovation networks. This new expression of 
the innovation network concept is called Public-Private Innovation in 
Services (PPINS). There are a number of ways in which it differs from the 
other: firstly, by dint of its emphasis on market services and on public and 
non-market services (and thus on the public-private relationship) in the 
dynamics of innovation. It is services, rather than industrial companies, 
that are (or are intended to constitute) the central actors of PPINS. The 
PPINS concept makes it possible to include previously-excluded actors in 
the interactive innovation dynamics. Indeed, beyond financial services and 
consultancy, any type of market service activity, as well as the wide variety 
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of organizations from the so-called third sector can be included. Similarly, 
any public or quasi-public organization, whatever its level (local, regional, 
national, or supranational) is eligible for PPINS. However, in PPINS, such an 
organization intervenes not just as a promoter of innovation, but also as an 
innovator (or co-innovator) in its own right.
But PPINS differ from INs most of all in the nature of the innovation that is 
taken into account (which is the subject of the network implementation). 
This innovation is no longer limited to economic and technological 
innovation, but also includes non-technological and social innovation - 
which most often remain invisible to our traditional analytical tools.
The purpose of this chapter is to examine how PPINS contribute to the 
implementation of invisible innovations, and thus to the introduction 
of invisible/hidden innovation within the IN tradition. It addresses the 
following three points, around which the chapter is structured: (i) the 
nature of the invisible innovation implemented within PPINS, (ii) the 
invisible innovation organization modes within PPINS, and (iii) the public 
policy consequences of the focus on invisible innovation (and corresponding 
PPINS).
2. A broad and open concept  
of innovation
By contrast with traditional INs and systems, which are mainly focused 
on the implementation of technological (i.e. visible) innovations, PPINS 
are based on a broader, more open concept of innovation. This opening-
up is achieved in various ways, encompassing the nature of innovation 
and its modes of emergence and development. In general, the PPINS may 
be devoted to non- technological innovations (invisible to traditional 
analytical tools) rather than exclusively to technological innovation, as 
well as to programmed (planned) innovations and emergent (spontaneous) 
innovations. This general opening-up of innovation generated in PPINS 
manifests itself particularly in social innovation and public services 
innovation.
PPINS neither ignore technological innovation, nor neglect non-
technological (invisible) innovation in its various forms; on the contrary, 
they even pay special attention to it. From this viewpoint, PPINS contribute 
to broaden the scope of the concept of IN. In a way, from all the different 
ways of addressing innovation in services, they reinforce the so-called 
demarcation (or differentiation) perspective (Gallouj, 2002), which seeks to 
identify the specificities of innovation in services, in comparison with that 
of goods.
FIGURE 1 THE INNOVATION ICEBERG
The prevailing technologist and scientific view of innovation within the 
traditional IN concept only makes it possible to grasp the very tip of the 
innovation iceberg (figure 1). This visible part of innovation is the part 
captured by such traditional indicators as R&D and patents. It is limited to 
product and process technological innovations.
However, the PPINS concept opens up the possibility of addressing the 
submerged part of the innovation iceberg, and describes how heterogeneous 
actors interact in order to produce non-technological innovations that are 
























technological innovation, a large diversity of forms of innovations is taken 
into account: (intangible) product or process innovations, organizational 
innovations, methodological innovations and marketing innovations. 
Examples of this might include a new insurance contract, financial product, 
field of expertise in consultancy, training product, mobility concept, format 
for a restaurant, retail outlet or hotel, leisure or tourism concept, care 
or cleaning protocol or consulting methodology. Although these non-
technological (invisible) innovations are not exclusive to the services 
sector, they are more frequently found in services than elsewhere, and 
“service innovation studies” have made considerable efforts to identify 
them within the context of the so-called demarcation perspective. The 
non-technological nature of these invisible innovations does not mean that 
they are not (or cannot be) based on a tangible technology (information, 
telecommunications or transportation systems, for example), but rather that 
the innovations and associated technologies are not consubstantial (i.e. 
one and the same thing) - and that, in some cases, the technology can be 
dispensed with.
An important expression of invisible innovation, within PPINS, is what 
is called social innovation. This is often closely linked to services and 
service innovation (Djellal and Gallouj, 2012). The current success of social 
innovation can be explained in various ways, including the chronic economic 
crisis and ageing in developed countries, the failure of development 
policies, or the rise of sustainable development awareness. However, 
despite its undeniable theoretical and operational success, the concept of 
social innovation lacks clarity. Social innovation is designed to solve social 
problems. It is described as intangible, non-technological, organizational, 
non-economic, non-market, informal, local, etc.
Taking into account non-technological or invisible innovation (in its various 
forms), within PPINS is of course closely linked to the central role played by 
market services, public services and third sector organizations in PPINS.
In order to account for both visible and invisible innovation within PPINS, 
five types of innovations were identified within the ServPPIN project:1  
1) technological innovations; 2) cognitive service innovations;  
3) conceptual innovations; 4) organizational and process innovations;  
5) network-based innovations. These five types of innovation are defined 
and illustrated in Table 1. Only the first type of innovation - which includes 
the traditional categories of technological product and process innovation - 
is tangible in nature. The other four types of innovation, covering products, 
processes and new organizations are intangible in their nature - that is, 
non-technological. It should be noted that, although organizational and 
process innovations are different in analytical terms, in practice (and 
especially in service activities) it is difficult to distinguish between them. 
This is why they have been allocated to the same category. It should also be 
noted that network-based innovation is a particular form of organizational 
innovation.
TABLE 1:  A TYPOLOGY OF VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE INNOVATIONS IN PPINS 
1 The servPPIN project is an EU funded project within the FP7. It began in 2008 and ended in 
2011. It brought together partners from the different following countries: France, the UK, 
Spain, Austria, Denmark, Norway, Slovenia and Hungary. The qualitative surveys conducted 
by the participating partners in the project helped to establish a database of 40 in-depth 
case studies of ServPPINs in the health, transport, knowledge-intensive services and tourism 
services. A synthesis of the main results of the ServPPIN project is provided in Gallouj, 
Rubalcaba, Windrum (2013).




(product or process 
innovations) or services 




New non-invasive medical imaging 
technologies.
E-tourism innovations.
New security systems for the use of IT and 
telephone systems.
A new method for fertilizer dosage (in advisory 
services for farmers).
Software applications for satellite systems.
A rail tracking demonstrator.
Intangible Cognitive  
service  
innovation
New services having 
cognitive components
New health education programmes for patients, 
new training products across various sectors, 




“products” (new service 
formats)
New tourism products, such as fruit festivals 







A methodology for calculating costs,
the establishment of a new research
organization, a new school of health and a new 
hospital.




The network as an 
innovation. Idea that the 
establishment of a PPINS 
can itself be regarded as 
the main purpose of the 
innovation
An innovative network providing care for 
elderly people
46 47
3. Modes of Innovation 
Organization: predictable and 
unpredictable innovation
The inclusion of services and non-technological innovation makes it possible 
for PPINS to cover non-formalized (non-institutionalized), non-programmed, 
and emergent modes of innovation organization, as well as formalized 
(programmed, predictable) modes.
The innovation dynamic is planned and predictable when it is achieved within 
clearly identified structures (e.g. R&D departments, permanent or temporary 
innovation project groups) and according to previously established (most 
often linear) processes. The extension of New Product Development (NPD) 
methodologies to services falls within this perspective. Indeed, what is called 
New Service Development (NSD) consists of creating new services according 
to planned and systematic processes, just as NPD does (Scheuing et Johnson, 
1989).
However, service innovation studies have emphasized the importance of more 
flexible (looser) innovation dynamics and structures, which are either not 
programmed, or less programmed, and not predictable, or less predictable 
(Toivonen et al. 2007; Sundbo and Gallouj, 1999). The literature describes 
several flexible and informal modes of organizing innovation in services: the 
bricolage innovation model, practice-based model, ad hoc innovation model 
and rapid application model. Comparing these to the traditional linear model 
of innovation, we can account for these different models (see figure 2) 
depending on how different steps or activities (namely conception of the idea, 
development and production) are articulated over time.
FIGURE 2:  THE ORGANIZATION OF INNOVATION IN SERVICES: LINEAR AND THE LOOSELY-COUPLED 
MODES
In the rapid application model (Toivonen et al. 2007), the service provision 
process (production) and innovation process (development) coincide. Once 
an idea has emerged, it is immediately developed even as the service in 
question is being provided.
In the practice-based model (Toivonen et al. 2007) and the bricolage 
model (Fuglsang, 2010), production precedes the idea, and development 
is the ultimate phase. The practice-based model consists of identifying 
changes in service practices, developing and institutionalizing them. The 
model describes change and innovation as the consequences of unplanned 
activities carried out in response to random events, and characterized by 
trial and error and “learning on the job”.
In the case of ad hoc innovation (Gallouj and Weinstein, 1997), the 
different activities of idea conception, development and production are one 
and the same thing. The ad hoc innovation model can be described as the 
process of building a (novel) solution to a problem of the client firm, with 
the participation of the latter (co-construction). This process is described as 
“non-programmed” or “emerging”, meaning that the protagonists do not, a 
priori, interact with the target set to produce innovation. Rather, innovation 
may randomly “emerge” out of the service provision process, with the 
result of this process being recognized and designated as innovation only 
retrospectively. This is why Toivonen et al. (2007) describe it as the “model 


















The ad hoc innovation model cannot be reduced to mere learning 
phenomena because new solutions are produced (innovations for the client 
firm) - and those solutions are, in part at least, recorded in the service 
provider’s organizational memory, through a development process conducted 
at the end of the service provision, once the solution produced is recognized 
as an innovation worthy, in some respects, of being reproduced. The very 
nature of this activity raises some difficult theoretical questions concerning 
the conditions and modes of its appropriation.
Like INs, PPINS can be devoted to technological innovation. However, our 
focus in this chapter is not on PPINS of this variety (cf. Gallouj et al., 
2013), but rather on those dedicated to invisible innovation.
PPINS set up to produce non-technological innovation bring together 
heterogeneous actors interacting to produce non-technological innovations 
(new intangible products and new methods, as well as, more generally, new 
intangible processes, organizations, and social innovations, etc.). These 
PPINS are characterized by: the intangibility of the innovations produced, 
the important role played by tacit knowledge and technologies, and the high 
number and diversity of the actors involved. Relationships formed within 
such networks are difficult to formalize in an explicit contract.
Agents involved in PPINS co-producing non-technological innovation 
frequently (though not exclusively) adopt unplanned, emerging innovation 
models, in keeping with the local dynamics of innovation and learning: 
using innovation processes based on bricolage (Fuglsang, 2010), ad hoc (or 
a posteriori) recognition models (Gallouj, 2002) or rapid application models 
(Toivonen et al. 2010).
The health and medical-social sector provides numerous (and sometimes 
old) examples of partnerships established in order to form innovative care 
networks. Examples include networks in the fields of elderly care, HIV, 
diabetes, obesity, cancer, hepatitis C, precariousness and the perinatal 
period. The ServPPIN project database also provides other examples. One of 
many examples is Denmark’s “New Vocational Training System”, set up by 
trade unions, employers’ associations, the Ministry of Education, schools 
and private service firms to draw up new (basic) training programmes for 
employees in service industries.
4. Taking invisible innovation 
into account in order to reduce 
the policy gap - as well as the 
innovation and performance gaps
The public policy bias associated with traditional INs and systems is a 
mainly mechanical consequence of various other biases (and in particular, 
the technologist and industrialist biases).
The IN is more than just an instrument of economic theory; it is also an 
important challenge for public policy. In terms of public policy, however, 
INs can be considered from two different and complementary angles: the 
network as an instrument of public policy and the network as an object 
(target) of public policy. Indeed, first and foremost, the IN is an instrument 
of public policy in and of itself. Its implementation and the shape it takes 
(for example, the recently-formed clusters and “competitiveness poles”) are a 
particular variant of public policy in support of innovation. But then within 
the existing network (or cluster), other more fundamental actions in support 
of innovation can also be considered (for example, research tax credit).
Whichever perspective is favoured (establishment and strengthening of the 
network as a public policy action, or the network as a place where other 
innovation-enhancing basic actions are implemented), the technologist, 
industrialist and market biases give rise to a three-fold gap: in innovation, 
performance and public policy (Djellal and Gallouj 2010).
The aforementioned innovation gap reflects the exclusion of non-
technological innovation from the analysis (regardless of whether this 
innovation concerns products, processes or organization). In traditional INs, 
this gap can be explained directly, by the focus on technological innovation, 
as well as indirectly, by the exclusion (or “relegation” towards the network 
periphery) of market service activities, and the neglect of innovation 
(especially social innovation) in public administration and the third sector.
The performance gap reflects a focus on industrial and market performance 
(growth, productivity, turnover, monetary wealth) at the expense of other 
performance dimensions (social, environmental, civic, reputational, etc.). 
In traditional INs, this performance gap is explained by market bias, which 
places the market transaction and market actors at the heart of the IN. It 
is also explained by industrial bias, which leads to neglect the challenges 
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raised by services with regard to productivity and performance definition 
and measurement (Djellal and Gallouj, 2010).
These innovation and performance gaps underlie a public policy gap, which 
reflects the ignorance or underestimation by public policy of a number of 
relationships between innovation and performance (cf. figure 2). Indeed, 
public policies supporting innovation in networks, and networks as a public 
policy instrument, are exclusively focused on the relationship 1 linking 
technological innovation (mainly originating in industry) to economic 
performance (growth and productivity). In this context, public bodies 
essentially serve to implement policy actions that are intended to promote 
R&D and technological innovation as drivers of growth and productivity - 
and industrial firms (and hi-tech firms in particular) are the preferred target. 
Yet in contemporary economies dominated by services and aspiring to 
sustainable development, technologist and industrialist policies continue to 
prevail.
However, other important causal relationships are at work and must be 
taken into consideration (in terms of public policy aimed at promoting 
innovation):
n   Relationship 2, which links visible (technological) innovation to invisible 
performance, reflects the idea that beyond its economic benefits, 
technological innovation can lead to social, civic and ecological benefits. 
Thus, technological innovations providing solutions to the problems 
of the elderly (such as domestic robots, smart housing, or remote 
monitoring) contribute both to creating growth and solving important 
social problems in ageing services societies.
n   Relationship 3, between invisible innovation and visible performance 
means that non-technological innovation is also a source of growth.
n   Relationship 4 establishes a link between the invisible components of 
innovation and performance. Non-technological innovations - and social 
innovations in particular - are thus essential sources of socio-economic 
or ecological sustainability. These innovations include experiences within 
so-called ethical finance (e.g. micro-credit to address the problem of 
financial exclusion), some forms of fair trade and sustainable tourism, 
and numerous innovative initiatives in the field of social inclusion, early 
childhood, and elderly care.
In theory, insofar as they give a central place to non-technological 
innovation (service and social innovation), PPINS, as an instrument of public 
innovation policy, contribute - to some extent - to loosen the technologist 
bias of traditional public policies associated with INs.
However, empirical investigations can help qualify this conclusion. Indeed, 
examination of some national experiences, and the work carried out within 
the ServPPIN project (Gallouj et al. 2013), shows that, where they are 
interested in services within INs, public authorities tend to favour (support) 
PPINS that were set up to produce technological innovation. These PPINS 
are those which, from their purpose perspective, most closely resemble 
traditional INs, that is, they have been designed to produce technological 
innovations. The difference between this type of PPINS and traditional 
INs lies in the central position given to market services (other than those 
traditionally included in INs, namely financial services and consulting) in 
this technological innovation dynamic. In other words, to services-focused 
networks, public authorities simply apply existing policies (that were 
designed for traditional INs). This is aptly illustrated, for example, in the 
case of competitiveness poles or clusters strategies, particularly in France. 
Under the aegis of public authorities, a number of competitiveness poles 
(clusters) were admittedly initiated in service sectors (such as health, 
transport and retailing), thus reducing the industrial bias we denounced 
above. However, the technologist bias remains in place, insofar as these 
sectors and networks are only considered in terms of their high-tech 
components.
Similarly, examination of the ServPPIN project case studies reveals that it is 
often in PPINS set up to produce predominantly technological innovations 
that institutional factors are mentioned as a key factor in the development of 
PPINS. These institutional factors may operate directly (where their explicit 
purpose is to set up networks) or indirectly. The ServPPIN project database 
provides several examples, in various countries. In France, for example, 
Geowine (a system for tracing the origin of wines) and Farmstar (a new 
method for dosing fertilizers) were influenced by European environmental 
regulations (Labarthe et al., 2013). These regulations created a need for 
knowledge among farmers that would enable them to adapt their practice 
to new environmental constraints. We might also mention the Segur case 
in Spain, which was set up as part of a national programme of support 
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for cooperation in the area of Research-Development-Innovation between 
private sector, universities and research centres (the CENIT programme). 
This PPINS was set up to develop new security systems for the use of IT and 
telecommunications systems.
Overall, despite advances at the theoretical level, progress remains to be 
achieved in public policy terms that will further fill the public policy gap 
(and innovation gap) affecting both the traditional IN concept and the PPINS 
concept. This means that we need a policy designed to support those PPINS 
that are not, strictly-speaking, technological (in the terminology we have 
adopted, this refers in particular to PPINS that were set up to co-produce 
non-technological innovations). Policies supporting such PPINS are linked to 
policies of first acknowledging, then supporting, forms of innovation that are 
non-technological or specific to services and non-market activities. 
5. Conclusion
We have sought, in this work, to account for a form of expression of INs 
(PPINS) that is currently developing in service and sustainable development 
economies. Yet although this way of organizing interaction between 
heterogeneous actors to generate innovation is developing, it is not new as 
a social reality. Its discovery –or its social construction– is closely linked 
to the rise of the innovation issue in our economies, and especially to the 
renewed interest in non-technological innovation (invisible innovation) 
within market and non-market services and for social innovation.
Highlighting invisible innovation thus also leads to highlighting invisible or 
neglected innovation actors. These actors include market service providers, 
whose innovation efforts, though acknowledged in recent literature, 
continue to be underestimated. They also include public services at every 
level (but particularly at local level), which not only support the innovation 
efforts of other economic agents, but also co-produce new public services 
products and processes. Lastly, they include the whole set of organizations 
belonging to the so-called third sector (foundations, associations, NGOs), 
which play a fundamental role in social innovation. This twin highlight - on 
hidden innovation and hidden actors - also raises a series of theoretical, 
methodological and managerial issues, which offer promising avenues of 
research for the future. These include cultural conflict problems between 
market and non-market agents, innovation appropriation regime issues, and 
performance definition and measurement issues.
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1. Introduction: The importance 
of the communication of 
innovations in the cultural and 
creative sector
The Cultural and Creative Sector (CCS) is highly innovative, but many of the 
processes of innovation that take place in it are not identified, and much 
less measured by the traditional indicator systems, such as those of the 
Oslo Manual of OECD. NESTA illustrated this point it in its famous report 
on innovation in CCS (Miles and Green, 2008) and Stuart Cunningham has 
underlined this fact again in his recent book on hidden innovations (2014).
Analysing the policies of innovation of several countries (USA, United 
Kingdom, European Union, Finland, Australia, Japan, etc.), Cunningham 
has shown that the cultural and creative sector is turning into one of the 
great challenges for innovation studies (Cunningham, 2014, chap. 1): the 
dominant paradigm in innovation studies was created for the manufacturing 
industry, while generally, innovation in CCS arises neither from science, 
nor from the managerial sector, but from other cultural and creative agents 
that are specific to CCS. In this article we accept Cunningham’s proposals, 
accept his model of the Creative Trident (Higgs and Cunningham, 2006), and 
attempt to go one step further: lay the conceptual foundations of a possible 
culture push model of innovation, according to which culture in general is 
one of the sources of innovation, not only science.
To do so, we are going to formulate two general hypotheses in order make it 
possible to broaden the field of innovation studies. First, we shall assume, 
along with Cunningham and other authors, that the dominant conceptual 
framework in the aforementioned studies (The Oslo Manual of OECD and 
Eurostat (European Communities Statistics Office) proves itself to be 
insufficient to analyse CCS, whether we apply the science push model or the 
business push model. 
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This is due to the fact (hypothesis 1) that these two models are based 
on the notion of productivity as a means to generate economic value. 
Productivity is essential in many economic sectors, but we suppose that, 
even if it is a factor that needs to be taken into account, it is not enough 
to analyse innovation processes of CCS. Of course, there are cultural 
products that have economic value and generate cultural industries, some 
of them very powerful. However, the creative and cultural sector is not just 
industrial for several reasons:
a)  Many public administration bodies promote cultural activities and goods 
whilst assuming models that are not for industrial management, for 
example in the area of cultural heritage. Therefore, in CCS there can be 
innovations that come from the public sector.
b)  Some of the CCS subsectors are distinctly handcrafted; companies which, 
when they exist, tend to be micro companies; in the same way, there is 
an abundance of self-employed workers in this sector - whose activities 
usually remain completely outside of the field of measurement of 
indicator systems of the Oslo Manual. Some of these cultural agents can 
be innovative, but their activities and proposals remain hidden for the 
indicator systems of the OECD a priori, as Miles & Green (2008) pointed 
out. The Oslo Manual and its derivatives only pay attention to companies 
with 10 or more employees, whereas in the creative sector much smaller 
companies can promote innovation. (Cunningham 2014, 2). “Thus, much 
that is innovative about the creative industries is ‘hidden’” (Ibid, 3).
c)  Civil society can also be a relevant agent in CCS, especially cultural 
associations and countercultural movements of cultural critique, which 
are so common in the sector. Likewise, it is important to consider the 
indicators of civil participation in cultural activities, which cannot be 
reduced to the indicators of cultural consumption.
d)  The notion of cultural value cannot be reduced to that of economic 
value, notwithstanding the fact that cultural and creative activities 
have a considerable economic impact, both directly (impact on GDP, 
generation of employment, exports) and indirectly, because of their 
capacity to add value to other economic sectors (Creative Trident 
model).
These conceptual insufficiencies have given rise to several types of hidden 
innovations in CCS, the study of which remains outside of the indicator 
systems of the Oslo Manual. So, to these four types of hidden innovation that 
we have thus far identified, we are going to add a fifth in this contribution, 
which has been less discussed: innovations that are not detected by the 
current indicators systems due to the fact that, when analysing CCS, the above 
mentioned indicators focus on products and services, leaving to one side two 
great types of innovation recognized by the OECD itself: the organizational 
and the communicational (or that of marketing, in its more restricted form). 
We think that it is due to the predominance of the productivity-focused model 
in innovation, according to which innovating consists of generating and 
managing new products, or new services in a certain sector, in this case CCS.
According to the postulates of the Linear Model of Innovation, the appearance 
of these new cultural and creative goods is usually attributed to a unique 
type of agent: the creators. In fact, at an international level we use the 
term creative economy, which places the stress on creativity as the engine 
of innovation in CCS, analysing first of all the management of products and 
cultural services that could be innovative.
This contribution will place emphasis, however, on other areas of the value 
chain and on other types of cultural agents who intervene in the processes 
of innovation in SCC. To do so, we will turn to Stakeholder Theory (Freeman 
et alia, 2010). In particular, we will propose (hypothesis 2) that the success 
of the processes of innovation in CCS depends, first of all, on the social 
communication of products and cultural services, not only on their creation. 
From this hypothesis we will affirm that communication and social marketing 
are key factors to analyse the processes of innovation in CCS, and that this 
fifth type of hidden innovations arises because current indicators are not 
appropriate to analyse the diffusion and communication of the innovations 
proposed in CCS between the diverse stakeholders. This proposal works at a 
local level and also at a regional one, which is where we have conducted more 
research (Estankona et alia, 2014).
Stakeholder Theory arose to investigate other economic sectors, and 
particularly the manufacturing sector. From our point of view, it can be 
applied to CCS. This is the main goal of this article, which aims to be 
provocative, that is, which tries to generate debate more than provide 
empirical data related to the sector. Regarding innovation in CCS, part of the 
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that do cultural research in order to innovate, and continuing with factories 
of creation. By introducing this concept of innovative cultural research we do 
not refer to academic research in humanities, although it can play a role in 
some processes of innovation in CCS, but to the diverse forms of research 
into accumulative and disruptive changes that some cultural agents develop 
in regional systems and specific places.
The condition is that the above-mentioned cultural agents have to be 
innovative, that is, they have to generate de facto cultural innovations, as 
well as to proliferate and promote them. These cultural innovations have to 
be recognized as such for one or several of the agents concerned in each 
process of innovation.
Defining who these agents are is an empirical task that needs to be carried 
out in every locality, city or region, analysing the cultural activities that 
are developed in that particular place, evaluating their specific importance 
in the corresponding local or regional subsystem and, above all, detecting 
the processes of innovation that take place in these subsystems, both 
independently or when linked to processes of innovation that are produced 
in other economic sectors, but with significant contributions of the 
above-mentioned cultural innovative agents (Creative Trident Model). It is 
necessary to apply the stakeholder theory to each of the CCS subsystems 
that are empirically studied, and to the diverse value chains that can 
appear, instead of the linear or productivity-focused model of innovation.
For example, in cultural value chains, the distribution of products and 
services depends almost always on social communication, as is clear in the 
case of social networks. So, innovation studies in CCS should pay special 
attention to the communication and diffusion of proposed innovations 
because these tend to be crucial in order to make an innovation successful. 
Therefore, the one who innovates is not only the creator or producer, but 
also the diffuser or communicator of the innovation. When it has been 
applied to CCS, the Linear Model has been focused on typically “creative” 
activities (painters, authors, composers, sculptors, architects, designers, 
etc.), paying less attention to the communication and social diffusion of 
cultural innovations and creative proposals. In other words: innovation can 
arise in each and every one of the links of the cultural value chain, not only 
in the soi-disant creative field.
data is not very trustworthy because it theoretically depends on a linear and 
productivity-focused model, and does not consider the plurality of potentially 
innovative agents in any of the CCS subsectors.
2. The Quadruple Helix 
in the creative sector
Our first step consists of extending Stakeholder Theory, modifying the notion 
of value used by its authors, and analysts of innovation. This notion of 
value is usually exclusively economic, although there have been attempts 
to introduce the notion of social value in studies of innovation (Stanford, 
2008). In this contribution we will base our proposals on the strong notion of 
cultural value (Kate Oakley, 2009), but will apply it to diverse stakeholders. On 
this point, we try to make a general contribution to the studies of innovation 
(Echeverría, 2014), even though here we are going to apply it only to CCS. 
The value chain in CCS has been traditionally understood from an economic 
and at most socio-economic perspective, adding the notion of social 
value to that of economic value. For our part, we propose that innovation 
studies in CCS should centre on the analysis of the cultural value chain in 
an innovative process, in which stakeholders participate that are not only 
economic, political or social agents, but also culturally specific actors, some 
of which can be innovative, even without being creators in the productive 
sense of the term.
Just as a Quadruple Helix innovation model begins with companies, 
governments and universities to analyse the processes of innovation in 
I+D, it is also possible to affirm the existence of a quadruple helix (cultural 
agents, administrations, companies and civil society all tightly interwoven). 
In this extended model of innovation, apart from companies (cultural 
industries), governments and administrations (cultural policies) and civil 
society, with their participative and innovative capacity, it is necessary to 
consider a fourth type of agent, which is specific to CCS.
We think neither about universities nor about centres of scientific research, 
although in some cases they could play an important role in the matter 
(Faculties of Fine arts, Schools of Design, Music Conservatoires, etc.), but 
rather about the centres and cultural associations, beginning with those 
62 63
To paraphrase von Hippel (2005), it is necessary to talk about distributed 
creativity in the CCS. In order to analyse it, we will apply Stakeholder 
Theory, and will bear in mind the cultural value of the activities in CCS, not 
only their economic or political value. It is clear that, in this context, user 
innovation becomes a very relevant topic, but in this case in the cultural 
and creative sector, where it has been less studied.
3. Stakeholder Theory  
extended to the cultural and 
creative sector
The Stakeholder Theory was proposed in 1984 by Freeman at the Stanford 
Research Institute, and focused its interests exclusively on companies and 
the world of business (business realm), trying to explain the processes of the 
emergence of economic value, particularly in trade. The basic idea consisted of 
taking as a unit of analysis “the relationship between a business and the groups 
and individuals who can affect or are affected by it” (Freeman, 2014, 5).
Logically speaking, one of the problems that it had to face consisted 
of delimiting the types of individuals and groups who are affected by a 
certain business or company. There were diverse proposals to define and 
characterize the composition of the group of stakeholders of that company, 
but we are not going to develop this point due to a lack of space. Being a 
theory linked to Business Schools, its basic proposal, for where processes of 
innovation are concerned, is the same as that of the Oslo Manual: companies 
are the ones who innovate, and innovation is only possible in markets.
From our point of view, we will understand innovation as a process of the 
creation (and destruction) of economic value, following Cunningham’s 
interpretation of Schumpeter for CCS (Cunningham, 2014). We will say then 
that cultural innovations create cultural value, but also that they destroy 
it, precisely because they put aside and render obsolete previous forms of 
evaluation of culture and creativity.
For our part, we can add to this that the distinction of cultural value is that 
it is produced in diverse social areas, not only in markets. Therefore, when 
applying Stakeholder Theory to CCS, we have to accept that there are several 
potentially innovative agents, not only companies.
As a minimum, we have identified four types of innovative agents: 
companies, administrations, cultural centres and groups of civil society. 
So, upon having applied Stakeholder Theory to CCS, it turns out that, in 
addition to these four types of innovative agents, there are a few more: the 
stakeholders that are affected or concerned, by some means or another, by 
the proposed processes of cultural innovation. 
Few of these culturally innovative proposals will be successful in generating 
innovations, but what is certain is that each of them, whether successful or 
not, will directly or indirectly affect a set of stakeholders, and these effects 
must be analysed and taken into account. Instead of restricting our analysis 
to promoters of innovation, or creators, be they companies, individuals, 
groups or institutions, we have to consider the diversity of stakeholders, 
whose number and composition can be very different according to CCS 
subsectors. That is why it is necessary to investigate empirically, both at a 
local level and to a regional scale.
By applying Stakeholder Theory, we also affirm that these individuals or 
groups concerned by the proposed cultural innovations can, in some cases, 
be innovative, not only “creators” or proponents of the product or cultural 
service. By taking this step we extend Stakeholder Theory to CCS, but we 
also extend innovation studies to a plurality of agents, expanding in turn 
the nature of innovation studies itself.
It is in these two extensions where the cultural-push model proposed in 
this contribution is supported. The key point of our proposal is that in 
CCS it would be necessary to investigate not only new products and new 
cultural and creative services, but also new potentially innovative agents, 
who are not restricted to creative agents, but include those who might play 
another role in the cultural value chain: suppliers, distributors, investors, 
administrators, managers, programmers, critics, etc.
Particularly, we affirm that users of cultural products and goods, that is, 
people who are concerned by an innovative proposal in CCS and take part 
in it in a more or less active way, can also be innovative and must be taken 
into account in innovation studies. The diffusion and communication of 
culturally innovative proposals, through the expansion of the field of users 
in the CCS, likewise expands the area of possible innovative stakeholders, 
or new stakeholders. Innovation studies in CCS have to consider these 
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dynamic factors of the innovative practice, which derive in many cases 
from communication and social diffusion rather than from creativity in the 
strictest sense.
4. Final remarks:  
New stakeholders
The last idea we wish to briefly pinpoint is that diffusion and social 
communication of proposed cultural innovations extend the number and 
types of people, groups, institutions and companies concerned in a process 
of innovation in CCS, including micro companies and, in some cases, one-
person companies. These specific cultural agents extend the concept of 
agents concerned by a process of innovation (stakeholders) and some of 
them can play an important role in these innovations. This needs to be 
empirically investigated.
In any case, the idea that it is necessary to identify and study these 
new stakeholders arises. Instead of thinking that in a cultural value 
chain possible stakeholders are determined in advance, we think that 
communication of cultural goods and services is decisive at the moment 
of increasing the number and the types of concerned agents. So we can 
talk about the emergence of new stakeholders in a process of innovation, 
normally as a result of social - formal and informal- communication, as well 
as a result of marketing. Art, fashion, literature, music and design critics, 
for example, play this diffusing and evaluative function, being able to 
contribute decisively to the social diffusion of innovations, and therefore to 
a greater degree of innovation. The same can be said about blogs and other 
current methods of social communication and transmission, which should be 
studied in detail.
So, we will conclude that innovations in the cultural and creative sector 
are a question of varying degrees, and that they depend to a great extent 
on the number and on the social influence of the stakeholders that actively 
participate in the processes of innovation in CCS, giving cultural value to 
these processes and increasing the cultural value, precisely by taking part 
and spreading them.
These types of innovations are neither identified nor analysed by current 
models of innovation (science-push model, business-push model). It is 
for that reason that we support the elaboration of a specific model of 
innovation for the cultural and creative sector, culture-push model, based on 
the notion of cultural value and on the plurality of potentially innovative 
agents in every single process of innovation. Particularly, we attribute 
special relevance to diffusing and communicating agents of the proposed 
cultural innovations and, in general, to cultural innovative agents, who 
define a fourth component in the eventual application of the Quadruple 
Helix model to the CCS. 
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CHAPTER V.  
HIDDEN INNOVATION FRONTIERS IN SPORT.  
AUXKIN GALARRAGA EZPONDA AND MARIA PRAT VIVES
1. Introduction
The variety and complexity of sport innovation processes make this sector 
a particularly fertile terrain for the progress and development of innovation 
studies. Today few doubt the proven capacity of sports companies and 
bodies to generate and/or adapt cutting-edge technological innovations. 
New technology resources have paved the way not only for the development 
and progress of different sports disciplines, but also for the generation 
of new business products and services for athletes and/or sports events 
spectators (Ringuet-Riot, Hahn & James, 2013). The sector has therefore 
earned growing attention and institutional backing –although still relative– 
in both developed and developing countries (Bloyce & Smith, 2010; Tan, 
2015), having gained consideration in recent years as a strategic sector in 
fostering economic growth, R&D investment and job creation (European 
Union, 2014). The Sport sector is in turn recognised for its ability to 
generate economic and technological spillover effects in other sectors and 
spheres (tourism, hostelry, marketing & advertising, food, health and health 
care, automotive, electronics, the media, etc.), thereby turning it into an 
important vehicle for local, regional and national economic development. 
The dynamism shown by this sector, even after the outbreak of the economic 
crisis in 2008, has led to its prominence as one of the major exponents 
of the new industrial paradigm (Desbordes, 2012a) underway in the early 
decades of the 21st century in the context of “cognitive-cultural capitalism” 
(Scott, 2008).
This said, the innovative dynamics of the sports sector are not limited to the 
development of new technologies and their economic and business impact, 
but also show high capacity for generating (or destroying) sports, social, 
cultural and environmental values, in which the participation of companies 
and market presence is a possibility, but not an absolute necessity. The 
very composition of the sports sector (where companies, public bodies, 
educational institutions, agents dedicated to social and technology research, 
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civil society organisations including volunteers, and even athletes or sports 
enthusiasts interact based on different criteria, objectives and guidelines) 
makes sport a highly interesting field for testing the hypothesis that the 
leading role and initiative of innovative dynamics must not be the exclusive 
task of R&D centres or companies, not even of technological innovation 
processes, and to an even lesser extent in social and cultural innovation 
dynamics.
To forge ahead with this general hypothesis, we must overcome the limits 
imposed by the traditional paradigm of innovation studies represented 
in the Oslo Manual (OECD, 2005), which presupposes that only dynamics 
aimed at generating economic or technological value should be qualified 
as innovative, placing the leadership of innovation processes in R&D 
companies and centres and pointing to the market as the only social space 
where their dissemination and exchange is possible. On the other hand, from 
the alternative point of view that opens out to us when studying hidden 
innovations (Nesta, 2007), we can approach the analysis of other highly 
relevant and significant modalities of innovation processes emerging in 
the field of sport, which have a systemic impact at micro, meso or macro 
levels. The aim of this article is to offer a new analytical framework which 
interconnects the progress made to date by innovation studies in the field 
of sport that have been particularly important as regards the hypothesis of 
user innovation, with the focus offered by studies of social innovation and 
innovation in the public sector. But the first step consists of clarifying the 
relationship between innovation and sports.
2. The relationship between 
innovation and sports
Although it is increasingly more common for sport to be singled out as a 
highly innovative field, it is often very difficult to know what we actually 
mean when we talk about innovation in sport. If we apply to sport the most 
elementary questions addressed by innovation studies in recent decades, we 
immediately realise that we are faced with an analytical field that generates 
a legion of doubts and uncertainties. What types of innovation are there 
in the field of sport? Who are the innovative agents and what is the shape 
of relations between them? What are the sources of innovation? How are 
innovations disseminated? What agents and contexts facilitate innovation? 
What are the obstacles? Of course the list of questions could continue to 
grow, but the ones asked here are more than enough to make us realise that 
we have not gone deep enough into this line of reflection to find answers 
capable of shedding light on the subject.
The rise in discourses endeavouring to relate innovation to sport stems 
from very different approaches and perspectives, and it can sometimes be 
difficult to find a connection between them. As we see it, in the extensive 
literature generated on the basis of social and economic studies of sport, we 
can largely single out two perspectives pointing towards the importance of 
innovation processes in sport:
i)  The first perspective places innovation processes in the business and 
technology environment. In this category we could include studies on 
the economic impact of sports (SpEA, 2012), analyses of technological 
development and its effect on the emergence of new sports products 
and services which demonstrates not only the importance of research 
centres and scientific knowledge in this process (Desbordes, 2002b), 
but also the extensive role played by user innovation in implementing 
expert know-how based on tacit knowledge drawn from sports experience 
(Shah, 2000; Lüthje, 2004; Heinerth, 2006; Hyysalo, 2009; Hienerth, 
Von Hippel & Berg Jensen, 2014) and the collaborative interaction of 
private entities with a community of athletes formed to a large extent 
by sports volunteers, amateurs and enthusiasts (Franke & Shah, 2003). 
In turn, this category includes the analyses of innovative management 
models implemented by companies in the sports sector (Desbordes, 2001; 
Hillairet, Richard & Bouchet, 2009) and the entrepreneurial dynamics 
observed in this sphere using business models focused in the new ways 
of practicing, consuming or experimenting with sport (Ratten, 2011), 
where the relationships between producers and users-practitioners are 
in any case absolutely key variables (Franke & Schereirer, 2002; Hauge 
& Power, 2013), particularly when it comes to design merchandising and 
marketing strategies (Bouchet & Hillairet, 2009). In short, this category 
would include the studies focused on the different ways the sports sector 
generates economic and technological value.
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ii) The second perspective groups studies and analyses that portray sport 
as an instrument for promoting change and innovation at the social and 
cultural level. Despite the fact that deviant social behaviours (Atkinson & 
Young, 2008), social conflicts (Kew, 1997) and social exclusion dynamics 
(Collins & Kay, 2003) persist in sports, discourses on the positive aspects 
and benefits of expanding physical and sports activity have become 
hegemonic, based on countless theoretical and empirical studies. Those 
studies indicate the real or potential capacity of sport to improve public 
health, emotional balance and social wellbeing; to bring progress in 
community integration and development while overcoming race, age, 
gender or functional diversity inequalities, particularly in the most 
disadvantaged areas; to promote participatory, collaborative citizens and 
thereby reinforcing civil society organisations; to build educational and 
social empowerment structures and transmitting values based on trust 
and reciprocity making social empowerment and the development of 
social capital possible, even having an effect on a reduction in crime and 
delinquency (Lawson, 2005; Nicholson & Hoye, 2008; Spaaij, 2011). This 
focus centred on strengthening human capital and social capital has even 
had an impact on international organisations such as the United Nations 
or the World Bank, which had traditionally concentrated their efforts on 
implementing structural programmes of aid and economic development, 
but with limited results due to the scale of the problems to be solved 
(Coalter, 2010). Summing up, this category includes perspectives and 
studies on how sport generates social or cultural value.
Although the contributions made by the two perspectives are enormously 
important and valuable, we believe that it is about time to lend shape 
to a third line of research integrating the above-mentioned analytical 
orientations. We consider that the conceptual and theoretical outlines 
developed in recent years by innovation studies, enriched by analyses of 
social innovation, public sector innovation and the study of the social 
and cultural sources of innovation (Moulaert, et. al. 2013), offers us the 
opportunity to develop a pluralist, integrating approach that shuns the 
idea that the dynamics of technological or product innovation and the 
dynamics of social innovation are always caused by separate subsystems. In 
this respect, we consider that the pluralist, polyhedral and relational model 
of innovation proposed by Javier Echeverría (2014), abbreviated as SIDR 
(society, innovation, development, and research), offers a very suitable 
comprehensive framework for unravelling the diversity of agents, sources, 
scales and types of innovation and dissemination spaces presented by the 
innovative dynamics emerging in sports. We therefore aim to contribute to 
a conceptualisation of innovation capable of reflecting the extraordinary 
diversity and complexity of innovative activity, without restricting the 
phenomenon to a few specific spheres, such as technological and business 
development.
The hypothesis we aim to prove with this approach is that in sport there 
is a strong connection between economic value chains and social and 
cultural value chains, with several meeting and articulation points, although 
they also suffer from constant tension and discord. On the one hand, the 
companies included in the sports industry are, in addition to manufacturing 
products and offering services on the market, growing producers of cultural 
objects (Lash & Lury, 2007) and ethno-products (Comaroff & Comaroff, 
2009) packed with symbols, emotions, experiences, affections, identities 
and values that lead to a system of trans aesthetic creative capitalist 
production (Lipovetsky & Serroy, 2013) aimed at social and cultural 
performativity in which agents external to the companies also collaborate: 
public institutions, social organisations, cultural groups and users. On the 
other hand, the drive of citizens –either through organisational structures 
or completely independently– can involve companies in social, cultural or 
sports value chains, where business and economic interests are at least 
relegated to second place and where the importance is placed on objectives 
such as the development and expansion of practicing sport, environmental 
protection, the strengthening of community ties, social integration and 
the maintenance of cultural traditions, etc. There are also open source 
collaboration dynamics that extend beyond traditional business relations 
between athletes, manufacturers, enthusiasts and volunteers with sports 
organisations to involve the transfer of knowledge, experiences, techniques, 
tactics, objects and know-how which are enormously important as regards 
the development of sport, sports technologies and materials (Galarraga, 
Echeverría & Aldaz, 2014). 
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3. Implications for hidden 
innovation analysis in sport
As we have said, hidden innovation studies have been carried out repeatedly 
on the relationship between sport and innovation, particularly in the 
field of user innovation and social innovation. However, by opening our 
proposed third line of research to study the innovation processes in sports 
that emerge in the interconnection points between the economic value 
chains and the socio-cultural value chains, we also succeed in revealing new 
dimensions for taking a closer look at hidden innovation analysis in sport. 
Below, we will go deeper at some of the most important frontiers, although 
not the only ones, that contribute to a more detailed study of the impact of 
hidden innovations in sport, without excluding that some of this dimensions 
may also be found in other spheres not related to sport or physical activity.
A. Sports innovations 
We must not ignore the fact that sport is a human activity that is 
evolving parallel to technological, social and cultural changes in 
our societies. On the one hand, it reflects historicity and remains in 
place as one of the rituals that marks the borders of the community 
(Segalen, 1998). But on the other hand, it is also a sphere in which 
the presence of creativity is a constant, thanks to the development 
of new knowledge and the experience reflected upon the continued 
practicing of sport Although the traditional values attached to practicing 
sport (surpassing oneself, status, value, honour, winning, punishment, 
etc.) already fostered the persistent search for new challenges and 
frontiers, their conjunction with the values of modernity and post-
modernity (democratisation, equality, nationalism, accessibility, 
leisure, entertainment, health, wellbeing, quality of life, environmental 
protection, etc.) have driven sports towards new routes and itineraries, 
not always positive or beneficial for everybody.
In this respect, sport is not, or at least not only, an instrument for 
achieving other aims; in all sports disciplines and modalities we find 
athletes, practitioners, fans and enthusiasts who use their creative 
capacity to develop and disseminate the sport they are involved with, 
reproducing the community of athletes and practitioners to which they 
belong or even creating new kinds of sports (Rinehart, 2007; 2010), all 
of them initially minority and/or alternative sports in the early stages, 
sometimes coming with sub-cultural or counter-cultural trends and 
aspirations (Midol, 1993). Some of these new modalities even achieve 
global diffusion after a process of formalisation, institutionalisation, 
commodification and regulation at medium or large scale (Stranger, 
2011). In fact, several sports disciplines and modalities, such as skate, 
surf, windsurf, kite-surf, rock climbing, ski, snowboard, canyoning, 
rodeo-kayaking, BTT, BMX, trail-running and many others were initially 
developed by informal groups of enthusiasts and athletes who were their 
pioneers. These were minority sports in their early days but today the 
number of people who practice them has not only increased, but have 
also succeeded in generating an industry that offers a wide range of 
products and services for doing or watching these sports.
As a result, we understand that there are innovations born from 
and specific to sport in as much as the incorporation of new rules, 
organisational systems and channels of dissemination pave the way for 
the development of existing sports practices. And in turn, new sports 
modes and disciplines are also emerging thanks to the independent and 
deregulated thrust led by communities of athletes and enthusiasts who 
strive to take up the sports challenges that are most attractive to them. 
Although those sports innovations may seem trivial or second place, in 
fact innovations of this kind have gone on to generate systemic, spill-
over effects at local and global level in many other spheres and sectors 
traditionally considered to be of the first order in innovation studies: 
economic development, technological development, product innovation, 
social and community development, etc. 
B) Distributed diffusion of innovations 
As already said, Eric Von Hippel’s (2005) approach to distributed 
innovation made an enormous contribution to understanding hidden 
innovations, and particularly user innovations. However, both his 
proposal and a great deal of the literature in this line of research 
have almost exclusively focused on product or services innovations. 
Nevertheless, said conceptual and analytical outline can be increased 
inasmuch as we consider distributors, suppliers and users/athletes to be 
essential parts of social, communicational and marketing innovations.  
In this case, said agents would not only be key in the invention 
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phase, but would above all play an essential role during the phase of 
the diffusion and social acceptance of innovations, since they act as 
catalysts in transmitting and disseminating experiences, knowledge, 
symbols, identities and values in addition to technologies, materials, 
products and services, using the self-same market channels (the media, 
merchandising systems, advertising, sponsorship, etc.) and the informal 
inter-personal channels to share knowledge and information that 
exist outside of the market –at least partially– (social networks and 
community relations) (Echeverría, 2013).
 The value chain therefore continues to expand and diversify in the 
diffusion phase and not only in the invention and development phase, 
inasmuch as there is no single enclave in the chain from which the 
dissemination of innovation departs towards a predetermined target 
audience. Thus, the difference established by the diffusion of innovation 
theory (Hall, 2006) among innovators and adopters is increasingly 
hazy given the active and innovative intervention of different agents 
in promoting, disseminating and expanding innovations. This is why 
today’s activation of dissemination systems shared by individuals and 
organisations through building and nourishing alliances with partners 
and collaborators plays a key role throughout the process of the social 
acceptance of innovations. Thus, organizations must also develop their 
absorptive capabilities and become adopters to implement their own 
innovation dynamics (Mahroum, et. al., 2008), not only by incorporating 
technologies, products, expertise and new organizational models, but 
also by learning about the diffusion techniques and procedures applied 
by different stakeholders and groups of interest.
The most obvious examples of the distributed diffusion of innovations 
in sport are to be found in the analysis of the myriad sports events and 
displays taking place across the planet. To quote one in particular, we 
could look at the case of the Ultra-Trail du Mont-Blanc.2 Such events 
are, in all cases, the result of organisational innovations involving 
clubs, federations, volunteers, professional athletes, public institutions, 
private businesses, tourism promotion agencies, the media, audio-visual 
material creators, and enthusiasts. But the successful implementation 
of these organisational innovations entirely depends on their social 
dissemination and acceptance, because they must attract and involve 
the greatest possible number of people and bodies, as regards both their 
organisation and, above all, their media coverage and participation. In 
this case, the mentioned agents act as users, suppliers and distributors, 
without necessarily being adopters, with direct and active participation 
in the dissemination and promotion process by means of implementing 
communicative innovations targeting their reference audience: visitors, 
tourists, participants, consumers of sports goods and services, other 
runners, enthusiasts, clubs and federations, etc., extolling the natural 
stage on which the event takes place and the experience, status, value 
or challenge it involves.
C) Innovation in public sports policies 
The fact that sport moves millions of people all over the world and 
that it is also considered to be a social activity which generates 
legions of economic, social, cultural, health and psychological benefits, 
which compensate the conflicts and problems it causes, turns sport 
and physical activity into an important area of public intervention 
at local, regional, national and international level, particularly since 
the late eighties. However, the terms of this intervention have varied 
substantially over recent years, characterised by the drop in public 
funds assigned to build sports and physical activity infrastructures, 
and to develop professionalised or federated sports. The general trend 
of developed countries in recent years has largely evolved towards 
the integration of initiatives to boost the economic sector of sport, 
and fostering physical and sports activity among the different social 
collectives (European Commission, 2007), offering opportunity to private 
entities and institutionalised agents, but reducing the direct involvement 
of public administration.
Moreover, we are starting to know about exemplary cases of improvement 
and development in sports policies coming from different parts of the 
world (Bergsgard, et. al., 2007; Meier & Fuchs, 2014), although these 
2 The Ultra-Trail du Mont-Blanc® is one of the most prestigious mountain ultra marathon in 
the world celebrated in Chamonix (France). With 170 km long and 10.000mts of positive 
altitude it is included in the Ultra-Trail World Tour. The race is limited to 2300 competitors 
that have to get their right to participate achieving more than 8 points by having 
completed several races in a certain period of time. Almost 2.000 volunteers are involved 
in the organization and a large number of partners and sponsors support this one-day event 
that has a great impact in the local economy and the tourist sector. For more information 
visit: http://www.ultratrailmb.com 
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are limited to a local or regional scale, because the influence of some 
constraining factors such as the institutional features existing in the 
territory, the social embeddedness of specific practices and values, 
and the environmental conditions in which the physical activity takes 
place (Skille, 2011). Additionally, the globalisation of sport and the 
internationalisation of many sports bodies generate the need for a cross-
border regulation framework and common political measures to establish 
comparable parameters for the global sport issues (Thibault, 2009). 
In short, the wide heterogeneity of spheres and subjects encompassed 
by public sports policies, ranging from elite sports to aspects such 
as the organisation of sporting events, the regulation of doping and 
the development of school sport, together with the large variety of 
bodies and agents involved and the changing nature of these realities, 
make innovation in public sports policies a critical aspect, particularly 
important as regards the development of the sector. However, we do not 
presently have a general framework of analysis sufficiently developed 
to explain the factors and contexts that facilitate and/or hinder the 
emergence of innovative sports initiatives promoted by public bodies, 
largely due to the lack of attention paid by social scientists to the 
analysis of public sports policies, at least until very recently (Houlihan, 
2005; Bloyce & Smith, 2010).
In this respect, progress made with the conceptualisation of innovation 
in the public sector, and the recommendations made in order for drivers 
of public organisations to implement innovation as a systemic feature of 
our societies can –and in fact this would be the best case scenario– also 
be applied to public sports policies. Public bodies have the potential 
ability to participate in and influence at the different points of the 
economic and social value chains in which they intervene; in other 
words, they can activate the generation of ideas, focus public action 
towards those that are most useful and effective, and proceed with 
their spread or scaling-up (Mulgan, 2014). But for this to no longer be 
a desire or a need and become reality, there is a great deal of space 
for improvement and development in different spheres, some of which 
have already been highlighted by the researchers of sport policy. Among 
these we must mention the maximisation of synergies and collaborations 
between the different agents both when implementing actions and 
during the deliberation and decision making process; proceeding to 
establish evidence-based sports policies (Coalter, 2007) which prompts 
us to review the uncritical and rash position so widely spread in public 
action on the matter; overcoming barriers between departments and 
the subjects around which the public sector bodies function, which 
complicate the setting in motion of cross-cutting initiatives and actions; 
or the development of specific innovation policies for the sports sector 
that support the system as a whole, not only lending strength to the 
invention and development phases, but also to the –distributed– 
processes of social diffusion and acceptance, both of products and 
services, and of social and cultural innovation initiatives existing with 
regard to sport.
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CHAPTER VI.  
CHALLENGES IN MEASURING WORKPLACE INNOVATION.  
ANNETTE SCOPPETTA3  
1. Introduction
Workplace innovation is a fuzzy term used by practitioners, academics and 
policy makers in various meanings. The Eurofound study on work organisation 
and innovation concludes that “the variety of terminology and practices 
encompassed can make this a difficult territory to map and understand for non-
experts so a concerted effort should be made to provide a simple and compelling 
definition with potential for widespread recognition and acceptance” (Eurofound 
2012, p.74). The different approaches employed, however, still have 
something in common: the majority of scholars regard workplace innovation 
as social practices applied at the workplace in a participatory manner 
to develop new (or changed) processes, products or services. Workplace 
innovation, consequently, is acknowledged as a participatory process which 
means that employees actively engage in innovation processes. 
Workplace innovations became recognized only recently. Though they have 
been implemented in various settings for many years,4 workplace innovations 
nowadays are expected to 
n  “improve performance and working lives through positive organisational change 
involving inclusive dialogue and by releasing the creativity of employees;
n  coalesce the strategic knowledge of the leadership with the hands-on, 
practical but often unrecognised knowledge of frontline employees;
n  seek to engage all stakeholders in the process of change, leading to ‘win-win’ 
outcomes in which a creative convergence (rather than a trade-off) is forged 
between enhanced organisational performance and enhanced quality of 
working life.” (European Commission 2015).
3 I would like to express my gratitude to Alexander Kesselring for the advice I received in the 
work presented here.
4 It can be assumed that workplace innovations have been developing since the introduction 
of the division of labour. 
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They are “hidden innovations” also because of challenges in measuring the 
impact, in particular when assessed across Europe. This is mainly due to the 
fact that different conceptual models are in place (see section 2). This article 
therefore examines common characteristics of workplace innovation across 
varying territorial contexts and applied concepts in Europe. It is based on 
the exploratory report on workplace innovation provided to the European 
Commission (2014; in short: exploratory report) and serves as contribution 
to help workplace innovation become more visible. The article is addressed 
at practitioners, scholars and policy makers interested to learn about current 
challenges faced in measuring workplace innovation. 
The paper consists of four sections. Following the introduction, I will provide 
insight into the common characteristics of workplace innovation implemented 
in Europe, as well as some options for the actions described (section 
2). Section 3 explores the manifold challenges of measuring workplace 
innovation, and highlights recommendations for indicators to be applied in 
European surveys. Finally, I will draw conclusions in section 4.
2. Characteristics of workplace 
innovation 
As briefly described above, scholars consider workplace innovation as a 
participatory process. Employees actively engage in innovation processes. 
Hence, many definitions on workplace innovation highlight its collaborative 
character:
n  Dortmund Brussels says this about workplace innovation (2012): 
“Workplace Innovation is defined as a social process which shapes work 
organisation and working life, combining their human, organisational and 
technological dimensions. Examples include participative job design, self-
organised teams, continuous improvement, high involvement innovation, 
and employee involvement in corporate decision-making. Such interventions 
are highly participatory, integrating the knowledge, experience and 
creativity of management and employees at all levels of the organisation in 
a process of co-creation and co-design” (p. 2).
n  Pot, Dhondt, and Oeij (2012): “Workplace innovations are strategically 
induced and participatory adopted changes in an organisation’s practice of 
managing, organising and deploying human and non-human resources that 
lead to simultaneously improved organisational performance, and improved 
quality of working life” (p. 262).
n  Høyrup et al. (2012) define “employee-driven innovation” as “generation 
and implementation of new ideas, products and processes originating from 
interaction of employees not assigned to this task” (p. 8).
n  Eurofound (2012): “High performance work practices or innovations in 
work organisation are defined as deliberate changes that can affect how 
employees undertake their job and/or their broader experience of work, and 
refer to any element of people management” (p. 11).
n  European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (2012): “Workplace 
innovation includes aspects of management and leadership, flexible 
organisation, working smarter, continuous development of skills and 
competencies, networking between organisations, and the modernisation of 
labour relations and human resource management” (p. 4).
n  European Commission (2014): “Those innovations aim at improving staff 
motivation and working conditions, thereby enhancing labour productivity, 
organisational performance, innovation capability, reactivity to market 
changes and consequently business competitiveness.”
Cooperative behaviour is vital for any innovation to grow. The horizontal and 
vertical collaboration between managers and employees at the workplace 
thus is an important character of workplace innovation employed in the 
different concepts. 
Next to the collaborative character, workplace innovation relies on a set 
of fundamental processes, which need to exist within an organisation 
to “make it happen”: learning at the workplace, adapting workplace 
practices, decision making processes, implementation processes, sharing 
of information, and processes about engaging employees in activities 
focused on innovation are fundamental and continuous processes enabling 
workplace innovation, as identified by the exploratory report (European 
Commission 2014). These processes can be regarded as the second common 
characteristic of workplace innovation, independently of the territorial 
setting and the approach applied.
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FIGURE 1 WORKING CONDITIONS DETERMINING THE DEVELOPMENT OF WORKPLACE INNOVATION
Fruitful working conditions at each of these three levels are vital for 
innovations to grow. At the individual level, the capability and willingness 
to engage in workplace innovation is important. In addition, the structure 
of the individual work task determines the engagement of employees 
and managers in workplace innovation. At the organisational level, the 
organisational provision of cultural and structural aspects that support 
persons to engage in workplace innovation is essential. Last but not least, 
workplace innovation should also reflect, and respond to external economic, 
social or environmental challenges (see European Commission 2014).
To sum up so far, three characteristics of workplace innovation are common 
to the concepts implemented in Europe. These are the participatory 
approach, the fundamental processes in place such as learning at the 
workplace, adapting workplace practices and decision-making, and fruitful 
working conditions. These characteristics determine the occurrence and 
shape of workplace innovations. Nevertheless, the workplace innovation 
concepts (and related underlying objectives) implemented in Europe 
vary broadly. The concept objectives may include changes in performing 
work tasks, higher job-satisfaction or enhanced performance (economic 
Another characteristic feature of workplace innovation is related to 
the dependence on fruitful working conditions. This means that working 
conditions determine the development (and scaling) of workplace 
innovations. Key conditions and corresponding enablers for workplace 
innovation can be identified at three levels (see figure 1): 
n  The micro level comprises individual working conditions such as the 
person’s work experience, the work task and time. Individual enablers 
include skills enhancement, autonomy and responsibility for the work 
task, fitting workplace designs to the needs of employees, time and 
flexibility as well as autonomy and responsibility for the work process.
n  Organisational working conditions are determined at the meso level, and 
include work processes, work organisation and employment conditions in 
the firm/organisation. Structural or organisational enablers encompass 
team formation and teamwork, autonomy and responsibility for the 
work organisation, collaborative and responsive interaction, contextual 
thinking, shared knowledge, reflection and learning as well as openness 
and collaboration/networking.
n  Finally, environmental working conditions are decisive for the 
development of innovations at the macro level. Conditions include the 
work environment next to societal and economic conditions. This is the 
level where the innovation framework is defined. The corresponding 
environmental enablers are workers’ job-satisfaction and commitment to 
the enterprise, employee’s well-being, and innovation culture.
ENVIRONMENTAL
 working conditions




(Work processes, employment conditions




work task, work time, et.)
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territorial context and conceptual approach. These are the participatory 
approach, the fundamental processes that are in place, and the fruitful 
working conditions that support the occurrence of workplace innovations. 
Now, how can these insights help one better respond to the multiple 
challenges of measuring workplace innovation? This will be the theme of the 
following section.
competitiveness). The Finish model for “workplace development”, for 
instance, employs a system-level approach. Thereby, the “linkage between 
productivity and quality of working life, the local learning process, labour-
management cooperation, research-supported development, expanded 
triple helix and inclusiveness” is enhanced by the programmes (European 
Commission 2014, p. 45). The impact recorded in this model, consequently, 
comprises immediate improvements in the productivity and effectiveness 
of work and various factors of quality of working life at participating 
workplaces (Alasoini 2013 referring to evaluation studies).
Altering concepts also result in altering actions of firms/organisations/
politicians. When aiming at fitting work place designs to the needs of 
employees, new workplace practices can be introduced by, for instance, 
providing autonomy to the employee (i.e. choices of the employee in new 
workplace practices) or by top-down decision. The implemented actions 
may also consist of bundles of measures/practices. In addition, varying 
options are likely at the micro, meso and macro level depending on the 
degree of employee participation (for instance, autonomy of the employee, 
consultation, involvement and top-down decision), as show in table 1.5  
To provide another example: an important condition that determines 
whether or not and how workplace innovations develop is the management 
system and the management style of the firm/organisation.6  
To support collaborative and responsive interaction, employees may 
influence decisions important to their work, or management ensures 
permeable, hierarchic and punctual boundaries and incentives to increase 
employees’ motivation. As regards workers’ job-satisfaction and commitment 
to the enterprise,7 the employee may have choices for developing ideas (e.g. 
incorporate new technologies into the work) by considering at the same 
time the environmental conditions (workability, enterprise needs and legal 
policy framework). Employees may also be enabled to participate in the 
development, utilisation and commercialisation of new products, processes, 
services or top-down decisions that promote health and well-being, and 
guarantee care facilities and services. Different actions, combinations, but 
also bundles of actions are thus available to pursue various objectives. 
Accordingly, measuring workplace innovation strongly depends on the 
concept applied, and its underlying objectives. As described above, some 
elements, however, are common and mostly appear independently from the 
5 Please note that table 1 serves as overview only, and thus is not complete. It nevertheless 
shows a variety of potential workplace related innovative actions at three levels. The 
challenges faced in measuring workplace innovation thus are a logical consequence.
6 In the conceptualization described above, management system and style is regarded as a 
workplace condition at the meso level, i.e. the enterprise level.
7 In the conceptualization described above, workers’ job-satisfaction and commitment to the 
enterprise refer to the legal work and employment condition at the macro level.
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TABLE 1 WORKPLACE INNOVATION ACTION OPTIONS AT THE THREE LEVELS
Condition dimensions INDIVIDUAL CONDITIONS ORGANISATIONAL CONDITIONS ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS
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approach with the subsequent political assumption and interpretation 
that these measurement results are “good” (“the more new products on 
the market, the better it is”).
Nevertheless, the three characteristics identified in section 2, the 
participatory approach, the fundamental processes in place, and the 
fruitful working conditions may help to meet some challenges of measuring 
workplace innovation, as described in the following example. The Innovation 
Union Scoreboard (IUS) is THE performance benchmark tool of innovation 
for the EU countries. Since the IUS does not provide a direct indicator for 
workplace innovation, the European Commission commissioned a survey. 
The objectives of the exploratory report were to elaborate a consistent 
concept and definition of workplace innovation, to compile and review 
empirical evidence on outcomes, and to recommend meaningful, sound 
and practicable indicators for workplace innovation. The results of the 
survey are as follows: in order to measure workplace innovation with 
the IUS, indicators of the IUS would either have to be adapted, or new 
indicators deriving from the Community Innovation Survey, the European 
Working Condition Survey, or the European Company Survey introduced. The 
exploratory report suggests options that are linked to the insights gained 
as mentioned above, in particular with regard to the common participatory 
approach applied in workplace innovation concepts across Europe. 
Accordingly, one recommendation is “to introduce a question on employee 
participation in the development of product/process innovations” in the IUS8 
(see European Commission 2014, p.76).
Bearing in mind that not all assessment challenges can be met in surveys 
at the EU-level due to the various territorial concepts in place, workplace 
innovation can be measured when analysing important features that are 
common to the implemented concepts in Europe. 
3. Towards measuring workplace 
innovation across Europe
Numerous challenges exist in measuring workplace innovation. They are 
multiple in nature, and comprise various concepts employed in European 
territories, conceptual underpinnings (e.g. not everything “new” must be 
“good” for all per se; i.e. side-effects have to be considered), and the well-
known obstacles of assessing participatory processes and complex concepts 
in a comprehensive way. Challenges highlighted in the exploratory report 
include (see European Commission 2014):
n   Workplace innovation has a very broad “application area”: Workplace 
innovation overlaps with organisational innovation and process 
innovation, or may even be seen as a specific form of organisational and 
process innovation; 
n   Workplace innovation is defined by process criteria such as participation/
involvement, employee-manager cooperation, multi-stakeholder dialogue 
in labour relations, while innovation surveys at the EU-level are primarily 
designed to measure innovation as a result, and not innovation as a 
process;
n   Workplace innovation is defined by examples and usually operationalized 
by a bundle of practices: The bundled practices differ between surveys 
and studies, and are often bundled without much argumentation;
n   Definitions sometimes blur the boundaries between workplace innovation 
as a process and workplace innovation as a result: Emphasis in definitions 
shift between process, results and outcomes. But the process and its 
enablers have greater relevance for workplace innovation than the 
“results”. The “results” of innovation are “units of innovation” –a 
new product for instance– while workplace innovation emphasises a 
continuous process of learning and reflexion, and the continuous re-
shaping and improvement of practices;
n   Workplace innovation has a normative orientation that is implied in 
process criteria and targeted outcomes: This is a new challenge for the 
measurement of innovation, which so far had the luxury of treating 
product innovations and process innovations as being always good for 
society without knowing what they are, how they have been developed, 
and which outcomes they have. (…) It is a primarily results-based 
8 Indicator 3.1.1 on introducing product or process innovations; see European Commission 
2014, p. 76.
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regardless of its conceptual approaches by academics, firms and policy makers: 
“From a longer term perspective, the transformation of workplaces is needed to 
accommodate an ageing workforce by retaining their skills in the labour market 
while maintaining and increasing their productivity levels. On the other hand, 
advanced workplaces are indispensable for European industries to attract, engage 
and retain young talents” (European Commission 2014).
4. Conclusions
A most important character of workplace innovation is that employees actively 
engage in innovation processes. The participatory process is highlighted in 
the majority of definitions provided by scholars. Furthermore, it is common 
to different workplace innovation concepts implemented in the European 
territories. Cooperative behaviour is thus vital for any workplace innovation 
to grow. Other shared features are the fundamental processes that are in 
place, such as learning at the workplace, adapting workplace practices and 
decision making, and fruitful working conditions that support the occurrence of 
workplace innovations. In the same way as social innovations are characterised 
by crossing barriers of policy fields, of regions and of interest groups in order to 
respond to manifold social needs (see Scoppetta 2015), workplace innovation 
crosses barriers of firm departments and interest groups, thus reflecting and 
responding to economic, social or environmental needs and challenges. 
Nevertheless, the workplace innovation concepts implemented in Europe vary 
broadly. The concepts often pursue different objectives, ranging from changes 
in performing work tasks to job-satisfaction and enhanced performance. In 
addition, different actions are likely, such as designing work processes jointly, 
implementing methods, stimulating new ideas or creativity and organisational 
learning, and formulating innovation goals and road maps (market reach, 
profits, sustainability, etc.). Workplace innovation is thus used by practitioners, 
academics and policy makers in various meanings. This implies challenges when 
measured across Europe. Recommendations, however, still have been drawn in 
the exploratory report on workplace innovation (European Commission 2014) 
on how to measure workplace innovation across Europe, thereby building on 
common features such as the participatory process. However, challenges still 
remain when aiming at measuring workplace innovation comprehensively. 
These include the very broad “application area” of workplace innovation, the 
blur of boundaries between workplace innovation as a process and workplace 
innovation as a result, and the normative orientation which is implied in process 
criteria and targeted outcomes, just to name some challenges. 
Though workplace innovations have been implemented in various settings for 
many years, they became recognized only recently. They continue to be hidden 
innovations due to the measurement challenges faced. Much remains to be done 
in order to meet the expectations of the European Commission for workplace 
innovations. The need of workplace innovations, however, is identified 
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CHAPTER VII.  
SOCIAL INNOVATION AS A CASE OF HIDDEN INNOVATION.  
JAVIER CASTRO SPILA, PABLO HERRERA AND ALFONSO UNCETA
1. Introduction
An important part of economic growth comes from innovation (Kleinknecht, 
Van Montfort, & Brouwer, 2002; NESTA, 2006). Therefore, knowing how 
innovations are made, and what their socio-economic impacts are, is 
relevant for the regional development and the design of public policies 
on innovation. Innovation indicators represent a way of knowing and 
identifying processes and products, and are therefore a valuable instrument 
for the development of organisational strategies of innovation, design and 
evaluation of public policies (Kleinknecht et al., 2002).
However, the development of innovation indicators is problematic in two 
ways. On the one hand, there are different interpretations of the classic 
indicators of technological innovation such as the effort in R&D and 
patents. This plurality of interpretations questions the universality of 
innovation indicators and their use for the design of policies (Kleinknecht 
et al., 2002). On the other hand, classic indicators account for only part 
of innovation activities; they are useful for identifying innovations in 
sectors linked to the generation of new technologies, but are insufficient 
to account for the complexity of innovation processes in non-technological 
sectors (NESTA, 2006). Thus, many activities and economic sectors (such 
as the creative industries) (Miles & Green, 2008) are overshadowed in 
their contribution to socio-economic development, and excluded from the 
development of innovation policies due to their lack of visibility.
However, as has been highlighted, innovation is not just a technological and 
economic process. For 15 years at least, the concept of social innovation 
has been proposed to account for the ideas, products and services that 
meet unsatisfied social demands, and which modify social practices of a 
particular social system (Adams & Hess, 2010; European Commission, 2013; 
Hochgerner, 2011; Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Westley & Antandze, 2010). 
Faced with the emergence of social innovation as a new academic and 
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Within this context, there is a typology that explains the reasons why 
innovation can remain hidden (NESTA, 2007). The first type of hidden 
innovation is innovation based on science and technology that is excluded 
from traditional indicators, since these are intangible processes difficult to 
identify within innovation processes. The second kind of hidden innovation 
refers to innovation in ways that are neither scientific nor technological, 
such as new ways of organisation and processes. Again, these are intangible 
processes (such as organisational culture). The third kind of hidden 
innovation refers to the new combination of existing technologies and 
processes. Innovations may take place when non-innovative components are 
combined, creating new products, services or processes. Technology often 
plays an important role in this kind of innovation but, since this technology 
is not innovative itself, it is not taken into account by traditional 
indicators. The fourth kind of hidden innovation refers to innovations that 
are excluded from surveys. These innovations include, for example, local 
development, or a certain type of incremental innovations, or cultural or 
social innovations, for which there is no record in official surveys.
As observed, there is a set of dynamics that are sources of innovation 
and that remain hidden from the official system of indicators. Hidden 
innovation is not a concept, but a provocation. It is a matter of drawing 
attention to the need to innovate in innovation indicators. Innovating in 
the ways of making tangible and intangible innovation processes visible has 
consequences not only for the design of evidence-based policies, but also 
for the improvement in innovation management systems.
3. Social innovation dynamics
Social innovations are considered new products, processes and methods 
that, in a creative and sustainable way, offer a better solution to one or 
more social demands whose satisfaction involves changes in the social 
practices of a particular social system (European Commission, 2011; Howaldt 
& Schwarz, 2010; Phills, Deiglmeier, & Dale, 2008).
For some authors, social innovation happens in several stages (Mulgan, 2006). 
The starting point for a social innovation is the identification of a social need 
that is not being satisfied, and the creation of a set of ideas of how this need 
institutional field, there are important efforts taking place to understand 
the social innovation dynamics that facilitate the development of indicators 
to make their processes, products and services visible (Krlev, Bund, & 
Mildenberger, 2014; SINNERGIAK Social Innovation, 2013; Unceta, Castro 
Spila, & Garcia-Fronti, 2016).
Despite these efforts for visualising social innovation processes and 
products, the development of indicators is still a pending task. This is 
because there is still no wide consensus about what social innovation is, 
and which the main variables are that explain (and predict) these kinds of 
innovations. These limitations hinder the construction of indicators and the 
creation of reliable statistical series to make processes, products, services 
and impacts of social innovations visible. In this context, social innovation 
is a particular case of hidden innovation.
The aim of this chapter is to present an exploratory model of social innovation 
indicators, and to contribute to its discussion. The chapter is organised as 
follows: in the first section, we describe the concept of hidden innovation. In 
the second section, we present a perspective on social innovation dynamics. 
In the third section, we offer a model of possible indicators to make social 
innovations visible at organisational level. Finally, as a conclusion, we discuss 
some implications for the design of public policies.
2. Hidden Innovation 
Hidden innovation refers to those innovation activities that are not 
reflected in innovation indicators based on R&D efforts, or the grant of 
patents (NESTA, 2007). Even though the expenditure on R&D measures an 
input and the production of patents measures an output, this relationship 
is problematic. Thus, high spending on R&D may be consistent with high 
inefficiency in the development of an innovation, whereas low levels of 
production of patents may be an innovation’s success if those patents are 
of great value. This way, traditional metrics (OECD Measuring Innovation, 
2010; EU Innovation Union Scoreboard, 2013) are consistent with economic 
measures such as productivity in a limited number of sectors, but rarely 
measure innovation itself. They rather function as indirect innovation 
indicators.
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The second requirement responds to the question of who makes social 
innovation. Here, the aim is to identify the unit of analysis and the unit 
of information that are interrogated about social innovation processes. 
Again, the unit of analysis cannot be vague and unfocused (for example, 
social movements), but it has to be concrete and identifiable (for example, 
organisations). 
The third requirement responds to the question of how social innovation 
is made. It is about establishing the main processes, resources 
and competences from which an unsatisfied social demand and the 
opportunities that allow a social innovation to be implemented are 
identified. An unsatisfied social demand always implies a causal hypothesis 
about the problem (which at the same time offers guidance about its 
solution), as well as the identification of the target population that is 
engaged in the problem, and which is part of its solution. Thus, the 
process of social innovation is guided by the same principle as a problem’s 
resolution (figure 2).
The fourth requirement responds to the question of what impact social 
innovation has. The objective is to establish when the innovation has 
transformed totally or partially a social situation considered problematic. 
Impact is not the same as effect. Impact refers to the degree of compliance 
of the internal objectives proposed by a social innovation, that is, 
these are expected changes over which there exists a minimum rate of 
control on part of social innovators. Effects refer to the consequences or 
externalities occurring due to the implementation of a social innovation. 
These externalities cannot be attributed with reasonable likelihood to the 
innovative process, since in social effects there are variables that social 
innovators cannot control.
In figure 1, the dynamics of social innovation that tries to address the 
above mentioned requirements is specified. To start with, social innovation 
may be defined in an operational way as follows:
The dynamics of social innovation may be understood as the process by 
which different kinds of organisations transform resources into capacities to 
explore, experiment, exploit and evaluate ideas, products and services aimed 
at transforming the conditions or consequences of vulnerability (social, 
economic, institutional or environmental) to which specific social groups of a 
given social context are exposed.
could be satisfied. The second stage involves selecting the most promising 
idea and testing it in practice. The third stage goes even further in the social 
innovation process, since the promising idea has already been tested, and it 
can be nurtured, reproduced or adapted. Finally, in the fourth stage, social 
innovations are developed by being diversified and integrated into a particular 
social system as a new social practice (Mulgan, 2006).
For other authors, the process of social innovation is a spiral process made 
of six stages that go from innovative ideas to systemic change (Murray, 
Caulier-Grice, & Mulgan, 2010). The first step is based on inspirations. Here, 
all factors that underline the need for social innovation are included. This 
stage involves the diagnosis of the problem and the framing of the question 
in such a way that the causes, and not only the symptoms, of the problem 
are addressed. The second step is proposals and ideas. At this stage, ideas 
and the formal methods to put them into practice are created. The third 
step is made up of prototypes. Here is where ideas are implemented. The 
fourth step involves the sustainability of the innovation. At this stage, 
the idea becomes a day-to-day practice. Here, it is important to identify 
the revenue sources to ensure the long-term financial sustainability of the 
organisation carrying out the social innovation. The fifth step refers to 
diffusion. At this phase, the social innovation’s growth is important, either 
by being widespread within the organisation itself, or from the organisation 
to the outside. The sixth and last step is systemic change. Systemic change 
implies, in general, the interaction of many elements: social movements, 
business models, laws and regulations, infrastructures, and new ways of 
thinking and doing, which assimilate and transform social innovation in a 
particular social system (Murray et al., 2010).
These qualitative perspectives of the cycle of social innovation facilitate an 
intensive understanding of social innovation, but are problematic when it 
comes to making them operational in terms of indicators, and providing an 
extensive understanding of social innovation dynamics.
Extensive understanding has various requirements. The first requirement 
responds to the question of what social innovation is. It is about creating 
an “operational” definition of social innovation. This operational definition 
contains in a synthetic way all the factors that contribute to the process 
of social innovation, and from which the unit of process and result 
measurement can be established.
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according to their capacities, whereas innovative organisations transform 
their capacities in order to use different resources. This approach has 
consequences for social policies (which promote capacities to improve the 
organisations’ performance), and for innovation policies (which promote 
capacities for innovation within organisations) (see figure 3, section 5).
Fourthly, this operational definition suggests a set of capacities that are key 
to promoting social innovations. Thus, the capacity to explore (E1) indicates 
capacities of interpretation and assimilation of external knowledge in order 
to explain social problems and generate innovative ideas (solutions). The 
capacity of experimentation (E2) indicates capacities for the prototyping and 
modelling of ideas, products or services (specified as a feasible solution). 
The capacity of exploitation (E3) indicates capacities for implementing 
and stabilising an idea, product or service in the long run (sustainability), 
while transfer capabilities (scaling-deep and scaling-up) towards other 
organisations of the regional and global environment are developed, 
including the lobby capacity to permeate public policies. Lastly, the capacity 
of evaluation (E4) indicates analytical and methodological capacities to 
assess the degree of development and impact of an innovative idea, product 
or service. The evaluation is a permanent process that has learning effects. 
Learning occurs as a systemic reflection (evaluation) is carried out on the 
practice itself. 
Fifthly, social innovations are coded in ideas, methodologies, products and 
services, which means that they become tangible. Social innovations are 
transformation devices that facilitate degrees of inclusion of vulnerable 
groups10 to a welfare standard accepted by the context. This formulation 
refers to the impact. To what extent has the generation of an idea, product 
or service improved the conditions of inclusion of specific vulnerable 
groups by either reducing the risk (transformation of the conditions), or by 
improving their capacities to face it (transformation of the consequences).
This operational definition has several theoretical and practical consequences 
for social innovation. First, social innovation is a dynamic process, which 
means it is a continuum of activities that are organised with a degree of 
internal consistency, and guided by a sense. Indeed, note that here there is no 
definition of “social innovation”, but of the “dynamics of social innovation” 
to suggest that social innovation is always within a vector of interactions 
that represents a space of relations between moments of an innovation, social 
practices and social knowledge (figure 1). The concept of dynamics also 
suggests that social problems have a trajectory,9 and that the process of social 
innovation seeks to alter or transform this trajectory and its consequences.
Secondly, social innovation agents are identified. In this definition, the 
agency of social innovation is clearly established. They are neither people 
(such as social entrepreneurs), nor regions, states or organisations. 
Likewise, it indicates that there is no privilege for a kind of organisation 
over another. This way, a plurality of agents can develop social innovations 
(companies, universities, technological centres, NGOs, etc.). This offers 
guidance about which the unit of analysis is and, within this, it suggests 
what the unit of information is in the organisation: those responsible for 
projects and activities of innovation and social innovation.
Thirdly, defining the dynamics of social innovation as a process of 
transformation of resources and capabilities suggests that social innovations 
depend on the knowledge absorptive capacity of each organisation (see 
figure 2, section 4). This is consistent with the idea that social innovation 
can be developed by a diversity of organisations that access heterogeneous 
resources and combine them according to different kinds of capacities. 
As a consequence, non-innovative organisations use different resources 
9 This concept is entirely relevant for the development of social innovation indicators. Thus, 
a given social context has a trajectory within its social problems and the real and potential 
solutions possible to resolve their “vulnerabilities” (either social, economic, institutional or 
environmental ones). A system of indicators on regional vulnerabilities may be a good step 
to identify the “contexts” of social innovation. On the other hand, the dynamics of social 
innovation, as defined in this work, suggests a vector of interactions (social practices and 
social knowledge) under which an organisation may identify a social problem that creates 
vulnerabilities (typical for its context) and develop innovative solutions (atypical for its 
context) according to its dynamic capabilities. This means that social innovation does not 
lie in the context but in organisations and their capabilities. However, context and dynamics 
are interdependent because social innovations develop local solutions to problems shaped by 
the context (figure 2).
10 ulnerable groups are those social groups that share one or more common attributes (age, 
sex, ethical condition, health, economic, cultural condition, etc.), and which are exposed 
to risks of exclusion (in a higher proportion than other social groups). Vulnerability is a 
relation between exposure to a risk (social, economic, institutional or environmental one), 
and the relative incapacity to confront it or adapt to it.
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4. The four quadrants of social 
innovation: indicators
In the previous section we described the dimensions of the dynamics 
of social innovation. In short, we stated that social innovation was an 
interactive dynamic between social practices (transformation) and social 
knowledge (learning) through exploring, experimenting, exploiting and 
evaluating ideas, products and services that enable the transformation 
of specific social groups’ vulnerability conditions or consequences. The 
privileged agent to develop social innovations is a plurality of organisations.
However, how organisations develop social innovations always suggests 
a level of knowledge absorptive capacity. The knowledge absorptive 
capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) acts on social problems as an epistemic 
intervention that codifies social demands (local problems) and their possible 
solutions (social innovations). Thus, the concept of knowledge absorptive 
capacity provides an understanding of the process by which an organisation 
identifies a social problem (causes, effects, etc.), assimilates it according 
to their pattern of internal knowledge, experiments (prototypes and 
methods) with it, implements novel solutions (transforms practices through 
cooperation and governance), and evaluates its impact (Castro-Spila & 
Unceta, 2015; Unceta et al., 2016).
In figure 2, there is a scheme that integrates the dynamics of social 
innovation in knowledge absorptive capacity at organisational level. Thus, 
the four quadrants of social innovation are made up of the four main 
activities of the innovative dynamic: a) Exploration (Q1), b) Experimentation 
(Q2), c) Evaluation (Q3), and d) Exploitation (Q4). The absorptive capacity is 
in the centre connecting each kind of activity interactively, and transforms 
processes into dynamics (figure 2).
Each of these quadrants of social innovation at organisational level are 
specified below:
4.1. Q1: Exploration capabilities
Exploration capabilities refer to the set of organisational capabilities 
from which social problems are interpreted, and social innovation 
opportunities are explored. These capabilities are operationalized in 
three dimensions:
Finally, the operational definition expresses tacitly a vector of interactions 
between social practices and social knowledge. Social practices refer to 
the transformation of conditions or consequences of vulnerability (social, 
economic, institutional or environmental one) for a specific social target. 
Social knowledge refers to mobilised knowledge and collective and 
organisational learning that is created, accumulated and coded in the 
process of social innovation. Likewise, this scheme (figure 1) suggests that 
the interactions between social practices and social knowledge are different 
for each moment of the innovation dynamics. Indeed, practices, mobilised 
knowledge and accumulated learning are different when it comes to 
exploring (E1) or when it comes to experimenting with (E2) ideas, products 
or services of social innovation.
FIGURE 1. E MODEL OF SOCIAL INNOVATION 


























4.3.2. Level of social impact that evaluates the degree of inclusion of 
vulnerable groups (expressed in a diversity of kinds of inclusion: social, 
economic, institutional or environmental one).
4.4. Q4: Exploitation capabilities
Exploitation capabilities refer to the set of organisational capabilities 
that help implement and scale social innovations. These capabilities are 
operationalized in four dimensions:
4.4.1. Level of sustainability of the social innovation explored as a 
degree of diversity of sources of funding (public/private).
4.4.2. Level of efficiency of the social innovation explored as a degree 
of efficiency that relates cost, time and impact achieved.
4.4.3. Level of local transfer of social innovations expressed as 
a degree of diversity of local (regional) agents that adopt totally or 
partially the developed social innovation (scaling-deep).
4.4.4. Level of global transfer of social innovations expressed as a 
degree of diversity of global (non-regional) agents that adopt totally or 
partially the developed social innovation (scaling-up).
FIGURE 2. FOUR QUADRANTS OF SOCIAL INNOVATION (organisational level)
4.1.1. Level of knowledge acquired (capacity to interpret problems) 
made up of three factors: degree of disciplinary diversity of HR; level 
of training achieved by HR; HR’s degree of experience to develop social 
innovation activities.
4.1.2 Level of learning (capacity to socialise internal knowledge) 
composed by two factors: degree of diversity of the internal mechanisms 
of socialisation of knowledge; degree of diversity of the actions of 
permanent training for the development of new ideas linked to social 
innovation (creativity).
4.1.3. Level of external linking (capacity to identify social innovation 
opportunities) made up of two factors: degree of diversity of the actions 
aimed at identifying social problems as sources of potential innovations 
(local and global); degree of diversity of the actions aimed at identifying 
other social innovations (social innovations’ bank) (local and global).
4.2. Q2: Experimentation capabilities
Experimentation capabilities refer to the set of organisational capabilities 
that help resolve problems based on experimental designs (real and 
simulated ones). These capabilities are operationalized in two dimensions:
4.2.1. Level of development of a testing strategy (capacity of trial-
error learning) made up of two factors: degree of development of parallel 
testing; degree of development of serial testing.
4.2.2. Level of innovative connectivity (users and partners’ capacity 
of learning) composed of two factors: degree of development of the 
relationship users-developers; degree of diversity of cooperation partners 
(open innovation).
4.3. Q3: Evaluation capabilities
Evaluation capabilities refer to the set of organisational capabilities that 
help interpret the results obtained from implementing social innovation 
processes. These capabilities are operationalized in two dimensions:
4.3.1. Level of organisational impact that evaluates the level of 
accumulated learning within the organisation as a result of having 
implemented a social innovation (expressed in degrees of learning diversity: 














This way, the Social Innovation Survey helps organise a structure that identifies 
the performance intensity of social projects and social innovation according to 
different kinds of organisation for a given social context (figure 4).
FIGURE 4. PERFORMANCE / INNOVATION MATRIX (organisational level)
5. Final remarks:  
Policy implications
Social innovation is still a concept under construction both from the 
theoretical and empirical point of view. The academic and institutional 
literature on social innovation has built evidence mainly based on case 
studies. It is an intensive understanding of social innovation processes.
There is still a long way to go in order to stabilise an extensive 
understanding of social innovation that helps guide the development of 
social innovation indicators. This works aims to contribute to this challenge.
Hidden innovation is not an analytical concept, but a provocation that 
seeks to emphasise the need to innovate in the development of innovation 
indicators. The hidden innovation specifies the fact that the innovation 
indicators available do not allow us to account for the innovation processes 
and results in different sectors and kinds of innovation. Given that social 
innovation does not have a system of indicators generally accepted 
(SINNERGIAK Social Innovation, 2013; Unceta et al., 2016), it can be then 
considered a case of hidden innovation.
In this work, we recommended a model based on the dynamics of social 
innovation according to four moments linked to their respective capacities: 
a) exploration, b) experimentation, c) exploitation, and d) evaluation. 
Likewise, we also presented in a synthetic way a system of basic indicators, 
Figure 3 presents a scheme that operationalizes the model proposed by 
presenting an analytical scheme of Social Innovation Survey by which they 
identify and measure a set of organisations’ characteristics, their orientation 
towards social issues and towards social innovation.
FIGURE 3. SOCIAL INNOVATION SURVEY (linear pathway)
The scheme of figure 3 can be interpreted as follows:
A: A set of questions that identify the basic characteristics of the 
organisation.
B: A set of questions that identify if the organisation carries out some 
kind of social project (Corporate Social Responsibility, etc.) aimed at 
vulnerable groups.
C: A set of questions based on the E model (Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4) that 
identify the activities carried out within the last two years by the main 
innovative social project (project which has created a new product, 
method or service), and whose objective is to transform the conditions 
or consequences of vulnerability (social, economic, institutional or 
environmental) of a specific social group.
D: A set of questions based on the E model (Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4) that 
identify the activities carried out within the last two years by the main 
non-innovative social project (project which has created a new product, 
method or service) and whose objective is to relieve the consequences of 
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The suggested model allows us to understand the innovative dynamic at 
organisational level (figure 2). Furthermore, it helps develop a system of 
indicators for two kinds of organisations (innovative and non-innovative), 
giving visibility to processes for the development and improvement of 
two kinds of policies for a plurality of organisations (figure 3). Finally, 
the model enables the differentiation between degrees of intensity (high 
and low) according to what is sought: promoting the performance (social 
projects), or promoting innovation (social innovation projects) (figure 4).
There is still a long (theoretical and empirical) way to validate these first 
approaches that seek to understand the social innovation dynamic. The 
aim of this work was to contribute to the discussion about a system of 
indicators that helps facilitate the informed design of social innovation 
public policies.
and a scheme for the development of a Social Innovation Survey that would 
help identify social innovation processes and results at organisational level.
The empirical development of the model has consequences for the design 
and differentiation of public policies. As pointed out in figure 5, the model 
allows us to identify different dynamics.
On the one hand, there are organisations that develop innovative social 
projects, that is, projects or activities that produce new ideas, products or 
services aimed at transforming the conditions or consequences of vulnerability 
in particular social groups. Through these innovative projects or activities, 
organisations seek to solve social problems, and they are sensitive to 
innovation policies that promote the improvement of innovative capacities.
On the other hand, there are organisations that develop non-innovative 
social projects, that is, mitigating projects or activities for the consequences 
of vulnerability in particular social groups. These organisations seek to 
improve their performance, which means they promote a higher efficiency in 
their welfare-oriented capacities and organisational strategies.
What is important to highlight here is that a system of public policies 
combines innovations and status quo and, to do this, it develops different 
kinds of policies and promotes different kinds of organisations and activities 
(figure 5).
FIGURE 5. TWO DYNAMICS BETWEEN SOCIAL PROBLEMS AND REGIONAL POLICIES
Institutionalised Dynamic
Innovation Dynamic
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1. Introduction
As I try to figure out how to start a piece on innovation in an innovative 
way, my feet guide me to a bench by the old port of Gijón. From there, my 
eyes can spot the floating jetties along the pleasure and sailing boats, their 
registration numbers carefully painted on their bows, a bicycle lane winding 
across the promenade, a girl showing her new dress to her grandmother 
through a mobile phone, couples and groups of friends taking “selfies” 
before a giant, red logo of the city, dozens of flags with the colours of the 
local football team –just promoted to the first division and celebrating its 
110th anniversary–, a restaurant with one Michelin star, … and a boy trying 
a sea-urchin ice cream! Apart from their circumstantial coincidence in place 
and time, jetties, number plates, video calls, mobile phones, selfies, digital 
cameras, city logos, football, Michelin stars, and sea-urchin ice creams share 
something: they were a radical novelty at some point. Can they be equally 
labelled as innovations? Most people would agree that, even on the scale 
of innovation, video calls and sea-urchin ice creams are not on a level with 
each other. Explaining why will reveal some hidden features of innovation, 
which should be helpful in promoting and measuring it.
From the point of view of innovation, what makes a sea-urchin ice cream 
different from a video call? As awkward as this might sound, that is not an 
easy question to answer. Were innovation all about novelty, the bizarre sea-
urchin ice cream could be considered as innovative as a video call, or even 
more –after all, humans have been making phone calls for almost 140 years, 
watching TV for some 75 years, and recording videos since the early 1970’s, 
whereas nobody had eaten a sea-urchin ice cream until an adventurous 
family created it just a few years ago. However, innovation rankings do not 
include sea-urchin ice cream on their charts, while video calls are easily 
found on them. A plausible reason for this absence is that the surprising 
ice-cream flavour is absolutely unknown for most ranking editors. But even 
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Eurostat and the OECD take it that “without diffusion, an innovation has 
no economic impact” and that “the minimum requirement for a change 
in a firm’s products or functions to be considered an innovation is that 
it is new (or significantly improved) to the firm”.14 Certainly, innovations 
have to be new, but that is not enough: they have to be significant and 
they have to open a business opportunity. These widely shared views lead 
to the well-known definition of innovation given by the Oslo Manual: 
“the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or 
service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational 
method in business practices, workplace organisation or external relations”.15 
This definition, though, does not offer a way to distinguish innovativeness 
of video calls from innovativeness of sea-urchin ice creams, since both 
are “new or significantly improved” goods, and allow their creators to 
earn a living. And yet there are important differences between them from 
the point of view of innovation. An obvious one is that an ice cream is 
a physical object, whereas video calls are a service, or a process. Most 
authors, including the writers of the Oslo Manual and the members of 
innovation offices worldwide, intend to develop an accurate classification 
accounting for such differences. Modern typologies help to differentiate 
between product, process, practice, method, service, organisational, social, 
or hidden innovations. But these distinctions, however refined and detailed, 
cannot tell why video calls hold a position into the innovation firmament 
that sea-urchin ice creams are very far from earning. There is no reason to 
think that a process innovation has to be more prominent than a product 
innovation, or the other way around. Furthermore, it is difficult to see how 
if they knew it, they would hardly add it to their lists: sea-urchin ice cream 
would be considered a sheer extravagance. Why?
Already in 1905, around the time when the concept of innovation was being 
definitely set, G. K. Chesterton faced the same question when imagining his 
Club of Queer Trades. Playing with the not so obvious difference between 
genius and witticism, farsightedness and extravagance, Chesterton made 
up a hilarious collection of stories, and at the same time found the key to 
identify proper innovation. This is how he describes the club:
“The nature of this society, such as we afterwards discovered it to be, is 
soon and simply told. It is an eccentric and Bohemian Club, of which the 
absolute condition of membership lies in this, that the candidate must have 
invented the method by which he earns his living. It must be an entirely 
new trade. The exact definition of this requirement is given in the two 
principal rules. First, it must not be a mere application or variation of an 
existing trade. Thus, for instance, the Club would not admit an insurance 
agent simply because instead of insuring men’s furniture against being burnt 
in a fire, he insured, let us say, their trousers against being torn by a mad 
dog. The principle (as Sir Bradcock Burnaby-Bradcock, in the extraordinarily 
eloquent and soaring speech to the club on the occasion of the question 
being raised in the Stormby Smith affair, said wittily and keenly) is the 
same. Secondly, the trade must be a genuine commercial source of income, 
the support of its inventor. Thus the Club would not receive a man simply 
because he chose to pass his days collecting broken sardine tins, unless he 
could drive a roaring trade in them”.11
Innovation leaders, theorists, and the queer trades clubs of today coincide 
with Chesterton in establishing relevance and profitability as the hallmarks 
of innovation. Thus the American National Economic Council, Council of 
Economic Advisers, and Office of Science and Technology Policy considers 
that “a new idea is just the starting point, because our market system, 
through its competitive pressures, also works to test these ideas and spread 
the best ones” and defines innovation as “the entire process through which 
an invention is successfully put into practice and widely diffused”.12 The 
United Kingdom’s National Endowment for Science, Technology, and the 
Arts, NESTA, declares on its Strategy for 2104-2017 that it has “prioritised 
support for innovations that can enrich the lives of many people not just a 
few” and “tried to work in as open and entrepreneurial way as possible”.13 
11 G. K. Chesterton (1905), The Club of Queer Trades. New York & London: Harper & Brothers; §1.
12 National Economic Council, Council of Economic Advisers, and Office of Science and 
Technology Policy (2011), A Strategy for American Innovation: Securing Our Economic Growth 
and Prosperity. Washington: The White House; 9. 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/InnovationStrategy.pdf
13 http://www.nesta.org.uk/sites/default/files/nesta_strategy_2014-2017.pdf, §1, as of July 
2015.
14 OECD & Eurostat (2005), Oslo Manual: Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting Innovation 
Data, 3rd ed. Paris: OECD Publishing / European Communities; §37.
15 Ibid. §146.
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refers to any means of increasing production without adding work or 
physical capital –specifically to knowledge and skills. Innovation goes hand 
in hand with technology (in the economic sense of the word), and people 
tend to think that technological comparability is always possible. However, 
science and technology studies (STS), alternative economic theories, 
and everyday life show that this is not so simple. How can you say that 
a high-speed train is better than a “normal” one? If you take speed as 
the only relevant variable, you might come to an unequivocal conclusion. 
But speed brings with it construction expenses, social costs, safety risks, 
energy consumption, environmental issues… which make the decision 
about improvement really complicated. Let alone if we compare radically 
different innovations, like video calls and sea-urchin ice creams. Even from 
the purely economic point of view, the ice cream industry could eventually 
be much more profitable than phone calls. Technological (and economic) 
improvement cannot be fully assessed per se.
Perhaps the key to unravel the mystery is written in numbers: the number of 
people using, following and, in general, considering an innovation makes the 
latter more or less significant and, therefore, more or less innovative. But size 
is not the only relevant factor, and it is important no to confuse relevance 
with popularity. Popularity is not an accurate benchmark for innovation. Sea-
urchin ice cream is not less innovative than video calls because more people 
use the latter than eat the former, just as electric cars are not less innovative 
than Diesel cars simply because they are much less common.
Debates about what can be considered new, what makes a proper 
improvement, what is a need, what is a product, a process, a method, or a 
practice are endless. Luckily, the way out of the innovation conundrum is 
to be found in a completely different place –a place implicitly pointed out 
by Chesterton. The Club of Queer Trades is, before anything else, a club. 
Irrespectively of the requisites imposed on its members, the club itself 
decides on membership. Innovation is mainly about clubs, about societies, 
about us, not about products, processes, methods, etc. There is nothing in 
the sea-urchin ice cream itself making it less innovative than a video call. 
In fact, were sea-urchin ice creams sold worldwide by the millions, and 
selfie sticks known exclusively to the neighbours of an independent shop 
around the corner, we could perfectly say that sea-urchin ice creams were 
more innovative than selfie sticks. No matter how close you look at the stick 
these different kinds of innovations can be separated from each other: sea-
urchin ice cream is clearly a product innovation but, given that it is made to 
a recipe different from, say, chocolate or vanilla ice cream, it also entails a 
process innovation, and probably also a marketing innovation, because the 
small ice cream shop are selling its brand through it, etc. 
The particularly innovative character of video calls has to do neither with 
satisfying a need more urgent or more basic than the ones met by sea-urchin 
ice creams. Quite the opposite: what necessity can be barer than eating? 
But “man shall not live on bread alone” and, as Ortega saw,16 ultimate 
necessities are the most variable things among humans. People go into a 
hunger strike trying to preserve a forest, put hanging out with friends before 
sleeping, happily lose a couple of fingers to reach the summit of the K2, 
abandon their jobs to go after the beloved person, prefer death to public 
shame, or spend on a 52” flat screen TV rather than on health insurance  
–and they can be perfectly right in doing so. We all “need” an e-mail 
address or a pair of jeans nowadays, but can perfectly live without a cloak or 
a landline, which were so necessary not so long ago. Normally, innovations 
do satisfy urgent and essential needs, but even more often they just create 
them. Thence urgency, need-meeting or problem-solving capacities are not 
the best criteria to measure innovativeness.
What about improvement? Improvement can be objectively established 
in many cases: a faster train, a more efficient engine, a treatment with 
less side effects, a more redistributive tax. According to the Oslo Manual, 
improvement makes something more or less innovative. This is in line with 
main economic theorists and institutions. The Solow-Swan model, the 
endogenous growth theory, and the unified growth theory alike consider 
technological progress as a necessary condition for sustained economic 
growth. Since, at any given moment or place, work and capital have limits, 
continuous growth requires breaking these limits; i.e., producing more with 
less. The only way to make this possible is through a better technology. In 
turn, technological improvement depends on innovation: there is no growth 
without innovation. It is worth noting that, in economic theory, technology 
16 Ortega, J. (1995) [1939], Meditación de la técnica [Meditation on the Technique].  
Madrid: Alianza.
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fame. No individual can declare anything famous or fashionable by herself. 
Of course, some individuals exert greater influence on others, but without 
a group following, the tendency or acknowledging reputation these would 
not exist. Innovation needs to be socially recognised. This is not idealism 
or subjectivism though. We decide what is innovative, just as we decide 
what is valuable. Here “we” is a proper we, not a set of egos. Innovation 
is generated socially, not individually, not naturally. An individual subject 
cannot declare anything innovative, not even a group of individuals: a whole 
social fabric is needed for that. Thus, to consider a video call accepted as 
an innovation, the devices able to produce it and a sufficiently big group of 
users are required, but also communication networks, IT companies –which 
in turn need a body of skilled workers, which acquire theirs skills through 
institutionalised education–, different kinds of media advertising the thing 
and making its wide recognition possible –which in turn implies readers, 
listeners, or viewers–, a monetary system allowing to pay for the service, 
collective confidence in the calls themselves and in everything around them, 
and so on and so forth. All these elements are beyond control for any single 
individual. Together they make up a social construction, which can be many 
things but certainly not subjective.
In fact, when single individuals or companies try to present something as 
an innovation, they can easily be unsuccessful. There are plenty of examples 
of intended innovations, which failed precisely because they never reached 
enough public recognition: Video 2000 (or VCC), Esperanto, Zeppelins, 
delocalised call centres, ... and probably sea-urchin ice creams. On the 
other hand, there are even more cases of successful novelties not generally 
recognised as innovations: bells, care homes, the Tour de France, cider, 
sewage, football clubs, bagpipes, … These are hidden innovations: socially 
accepted novelties not interpreted as innovations. Typically innovations 
remain hidden in homogeneous societies or groups, where there is no 
proper membership, but belonging. Only when homogeneity is broken and 
alternatives appear to an activity, process, good, etc., can these be seen as 
potential innovations. Every innovation is hidden until a significant group of 
people recognises it as such. This implies that some group has to recognise 
it, and, therefore, that innovation depends on the co-existence of different 
groups. In turn, innovation makes the appearance of different groups 
possible.
or the ice cream, you cannot see innovativeness in them. The relevance of 
an object lies in the eyes of the subject, as the Oslo Manual implies when 
requiring significance (“significantly improved…”).
In a way, this Copernican twist follows a Kantian theory of knowledge, and 
corresponds to the so-called marginalist turn in the theory of value, which 
took place in the last decades of the 19th Century:
“The value an economizing individual attributes to a good is equal to the 
importance of the particular satisfaction that depends on his command of 
the good […] In general, no one in practical life asks for the history of the 
origin of a good in estimating its value, but considers solely the services 
that the good will render him and which he would have to forgo if he did 
not have it at his command. […] The determining factor in the value of a 
good, then, is neither the quantity of labour or other goods necessary for 
its production nor the quantity necessary for its reproduction, but rather the 
magnitude of importance of those satisfactions with respect to which we 
are conscious of being dependent on command of the good. This principle of 
value determination is universally valid, and no exception to it can be found 
in human economy”.17 
Virtually anything, not just devices, methods or processes, can be seen as 
an innovation. Innovation, like value, is a matter of social recognition. 
This would explain why you find the electric washing machine, the pill, and 
air conditioning on a list of the top 10 social innovations since 1900.18 
Social recognition is not only what the American Information Technology 
& Innovation Foundation, ITIF, had in mind when proclaimed the need of 
“a public acceptance and embrace of innovation, even if it is disruptive; 
a culture in which inter-organizational cooperation and collaboration 
is embraced; and a tolerance of failure when attempting to start new 
businesses”.19 Indeed, society has to be open to innovation for the latter 
to happen but societies are not mere recipients of innovation: they build 
it. Innovation requires a peculiar kind of social acceptance, like fashion or 
17 Carl Menger (1871): Principles of Economics. Trans. by J. Dingwall & B.F. Hoselitz.  
Auburm, Ala.: Ludwig von Mises Institute, 2007; 146-147.
18 http://socialfinance.ca/2014/02/21/top-10-social-innovations-since-1900/
19 Robert D. Atkinson (2014), Understanding the U.S. National Innovation System.  
Washington: ITIF; 2.
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wider array of identifications. Fragmented or plural societies would be, then, 
more innovative. This is consistent with current rankings of most innovative 
countries20 and with identity economics, and partly explains why a sea-
urchin ice cream sold locally is rightly perceived as less innovative than 
video calls: the former adds little to group and personal identity, whereas 
the latter add a lot –they allow many families to stay together despite the 
distance, in our fragmented (perhaps too fragmented) societies.
If this is true, innovations should be better promoted by encouraging social 
plurality than by anything else (it can be argued that investment in research 
works precisely because it stimulates openness and grouping), and it could 
be measured by using variety of social groups as a proxy. Measure sociality, 
and you will be measuring innovation. How? This will be the matter of a 
future essay. 
This one ends here, after arguing that the main difference in innovativeness 
between video calls and sea-urchin ice creams lies in their social perception, 
because, first, the innovative character of any good (process, method, 
etc.), including sea-urchin ice creams, might change in time, depending 
on the social perception of it; and, second, any innovation is social, since 
it becomes a proper innovation when a society perceives it as such, thus 
articulating a group around it –or, eventually, against it.
Now I close my innovative laptop, and go for a traditional chocolate ice 
cream by the old port, enjoying the familiar smell of sea breeze, abandoning 
myself to the lulling, repetitive sound of waves. Hopefully you, dear reader, 
will muse on what I have written and use it to build your own, innovative 
ideas, creatively destroying mine.
Fragmentation, openness, is usually painful, and it is usually caused by 
innovations –laws, weapons, borders, social structures, modes of production, 
creeds, machines, urban plans, … Schumpeter saw it clearly that there 
is no linear progress associated with capitalism, but rather a sequence of 
cycles of creative destruction moved by innovation: the new sweep out 
the old and allows a new cycle to begin. Innovation can be destructive 
–particularly of societies based on belonging, rather than on membership– 
and is closely related to the idea of progress –absent from isolated, smaller 
societies: myths and kinship tend to be kept unchanged. The continual 
transformation produced by innovation brings suffering with it, mainly in 
the form of isolation, loss of identity, acculturation, delocalisation, extreme 
individualism… These are all features of modern globalisation.
Globalisation –which, by the way, was generalised by the end of the 19th 
century– made the success of innovation possible, making of it a source 
of identity. Religious and “ethnic” identities were definitely broken after 
the Enlightenment and the expansion of colonialism, and physical links of 
homeland and neighbourhood vanished with the marginalisation of rural 
life. Nationalities appeared as new social cement, together with class, and 
other not so successful ideas, like generations or parties. After the triumph 
of individualism (as seen, among others, by Weber, Schumpeter, or Stuart 
Mill –who acknowledged the communion of the saints as the only Christian 
dogma he could not give up), people needed new ways of feeling close to 
each other, apart from physical proximity. Innovations fill the niche. When 
it comes to innovation, relevant social groups are defined, like Chesterton’s 
club, by membership. Unlike nationality, sex, or mother tongue, membership 
can easily change: open social groups let members quit at any time, or 
join several of them at the same time. This is characteristic of Western, 
modern societies, which gave birth to the concept of innovation. In our 
societies people gather around lifestyles, defined by innovative sports, 
TV programmes, brands, films, foods, electronic devices, apps, music 
bands,… Thus we have techies, vegans, runners, hipsters, gothics,… Quite 
often, a true, single innovation is normally enough to create a group of 
people around it: iOS users, Star Wars fans, victims of Thalidomide, Angry 
Birds players, surfers, Mormons, footballers, voters of a party, … Identity 
grows with the adscription to any of the variegated groups created 
around innovations. A monolithic society offers a narrower set of possible 
identities, both individual and social, whereas a fragmented society allows a 
20 http://www.bloomberg.com/visual-data/best-and-worst/most-innovative-countries, as of July 
2015. 
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